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LONDON, JULY 1, 1871. 
—_——~——- 

Mr. BERNAL OSBORNE has given notice that on 
Monday next he will ask the Home Secretary—‘ whether, 
having regard to the exceptional magnitude of ‘the case 
of Tichborne v. Lushington, now being tried before the 
Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, and also having 
regard to the advanced age of several very important 
witnesses, and in consideration of the opinion and re- 
gret expressed by the learned judge that a legal difficulty 
would prevent possibility of the Court of Common Pleas 
* continuing the trial after the 10th August next, whether, 

taking these considerations into view, the right honour- 
able gentleman did not think that the ends of justice 
would be advanced by the introduction of a bill to autho- 
, tise that Court to sit on during the Long Vacation until 
the conclusion of the trial, and whether the Government 
were prepared to introduce such a bill, or, if one were in- 
troduced by a private member, would support it.” 

This question indicates a confusion in the mind of the 
honourable member, which appears to be shared by very 
many people. Mr. Osborne seems to be under the im- 
pression that the case is to be adjourned over the long 
-vacation in consequence of some legal difficulty ; and 
that such an Act as he suggested would secure its being 
proceeded with and continued all through the vacation, 
But this is not so. It is quite true that the Court can- 

not appoint sittings between the 10th of August and the 
24th of October, and, therefore, the Court could not 
cempel the parties to a cause to try during that interval. 
But the parties might if they chose waive this, as they 
may any other irregularity, and go on without stopping. 
.The cause is really adjourned because those who have 

. the power of arranging prefer not to doso; the parties, 
as represented by their counsel, desire the adjournment, 
and the judge distinctly approves of it, while the jury 
apparently concur. 

On the other hand, if such an Act were passed as that 
which Mr. Osborne suggests, it would certainly not take 
from the judge the power of adjournment which every 
judge possesses and ought to possess; a power which 
he would undoubtedly exercise in a case in which the 
parties desired an adjournment. 

It appears to us, therefore, that the proposed Act is 
unnecessary, and would be inoperative. If counsel, 
judge, and jury wished to go on, they vould go on now. 
If they did not wish to go on, they would nos go on then. 





Last YEAR we commented at considerable length 
(in articles of the 4th and 11th of June, 1870, 14S. J. 
pp. 628 and 650) upon the details of the Ballot scheme, 
then brought forward by the Government, and also upon 
the main features of an alternative scheme, suggested by 
the amendments of which Mr. Henry James, Q.C., had 
given notice. It is umnecessary to deal with the subject at 
the same length this year for several reasons, one of which 
is that our former remarks are to a considerable extent 
applicable tu the present Bill. It is only necessary to 
bear in mind that of which our readers are doubtless 





aware, viz., that the Government have in effect incor- 
porated Mr. James’s scheme with their own, and have in 
their bill of this year abandoned so much of theirscheme - 
of last year as provided for the subsequent identification 
when required of voting papers by means of counterfoils, 
so that if the bill were to pass, a scrutiny, or at all 
events a complete scrutiny, would be no longer possible. 
They adopt, however, Mr. James’s idea of striking off a 
vote from the poll of any candidate on whose behalf any 
attempt has been made to bribe, unduly influence, or 
personate a voter. This idea, as we said last year, is a good 
one, as in these cases it may be fairly presumed that 
the vote was given for the candidate on whose behalf 
the attempt was made; we are not quite sure, however, 
that the clauses (22 and 23) intended to carry out the idea 
are very satisfactorily framed. -If they pass as they 
stand, it would appear either that in case of a person 
bribed to vote for a particular candidate by another person 
not an agent of the candidate no vote could be struck off 
the poll, which of course would unnecessarily limit the 
power of striking off votes ; or ele that in the case of a 
person procuring, in the interest of a particular candidate, 

several to personate “& voter, the seat of the candidate, 
would be vacated, thdtigh the person so procuring the 
personation was not an agent. We say this because the 
words “any other pérson on his behalf” are used in 
both cases, and must have the same meaning in each. 
They must be considered, therefore, either to include a 
volunteer or not in both cases, although to carry 
out what is doubtless intended they ought to do so 
in one and not in the other. In other matters than 
that of the identification by counterfoils the same 
machinery proposed last year is contained in this 
year’s bill. In many respects, however, verbal and 
other amendments of considerable importance have been 
made, and most of the points to which we called atten- 
tion last year have been attended to. Thus, the _Powers 
of agents asto personation are defined; provision is made 
for persons struck out of the register by revising barris- 
ters tendering their votes; and it is to be obligatory on 
the returning officers to check the accounts, showing 
what has become of the voting papers issued, and to do so 
in the presénce of the candidate’s agents if they choose 
to come. We called attention to all these points last 
year. Again, the section providing thatthe omission 
from the election accounts of payments which ought to 
be entered there shall be deemed to be corrupt, has been 
altered so as to meet the objection we took to it, and 
make it clearly do what was intended—viz., avoid the 


seat. 

The bill of this year is considerably longer than the 
former one, but it does not contain many new provisions 
of importance beyond those to which we have alluded. 
It does, however, apply to municipal elections as well as 
to Parliamentary, which last year’s bill did not, and this 
necessarily adds a little to the length. Further, it applies 
to Scotland and Ireland, and the sections which provide 


for this extend to some length. There are also some- 
what lengthy schedules; namely, enumerations of Acts 
and parts of Acts to be capaniee 

Sir H. SELWIN IBBETSON’S Ruilways Bill was with- 
drawn this week, upon the introduction of a Government 
measure, sponsored by Mr. Chichester Fortescue, The 
bill now dropped contained, as the reader perhaps 
pong a= (vide ante, p. 358), certain requirements ag 

to signalling, &c., calculated to promote public safety; 
and it also contained some provisions to which we 
objected at the time, inclading a special tribunal for 
assessing accident compensation, and a limitation of the 
companies’ liability in accident cases, the companies, 
however, being, per contra, virtually rendered absolute 
insurers of their passengers’ safety up to the amount of 
£1,000. The Government bill merely deals with the 
inspection and regulation of railways in relation 
to the safety of their travellers. It provides for 
an inspection in the discretion of the Board of Trade, 
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and requires companies, under a £20 penalty, to furnish 
to the Board returns of all accidents (a definition being 
furnished), It also empowers the Board of Trade to 
hold inquiries, with all the powers of a Court of sum- 
mary jurisdiction, upon any accident. This last provision 
seems a good one, for the only inquiry which there can 
be at present is the coroner’s inqnest, which of course 
ean only take place after a fatal accident. The bill 
also comprises a section requiring companies to furnish 
annual returns of capital, traffic, and working expendi- 
ture. . But for this last provision the bill, which is 
entitled “Railway Regulation Amendment,” might 
perhaps have been better styled the “ Railways (Acci- 
dents) Bill.” 





CASES RESPECTING autioneers’ commission may ser- 
viceably be noted by solicitors as an important part of 
conveyancing practice. The amount, &c.,of such charges 
ought, as Mr. Dart observes, always to be settled before- 
hand by agreement ; in the absence of the agreement it 
must be regulated by custom. In Green v. Bartlett (11 
W. R. 834) the agreement was that the auctioneer should 
receive a certain per centage if the estates were sold by 
him at the auction, and a sum of £25 if not sold. 
The estate was not sold at the auction, but was 
afterwards privately disposed of by the owner to 
a purchaser who had first heard of it through the 
auctioneer’s advertisements, and had himself attended 
the auction. In that case it was held by Erle, C.J., that 


the question was whether or no the auctioneer had | 


been the real causa causans of the purchase; and the 
Court considered that he had. It has been held also, and 


reasonably, that, under an agreement that the auctioneer | 
shall receive nothing if there be no sale, he is entitled to | 
his commission if the owner sells privately after the auc- | 
In a case | 


tioneer has commenced his preparations. 


which was before the Lord Chief Baron this week (at | 
Nisi Prius) and which we report in another column, the 


agreement was very similar to that in Green v. Bartlett, 
ut with the variation that the per centage was payable 
—<‘ if sold at auction or within two months afterwards.” 
The estate having been disposed of subsequently to a party 
with whom the auctioneers had been in communication, 


the Lord Chief Baron ruled that on this special agree- | 
‘has no jurisdiction to enable the infant to do so. 


ment the auctioneers could not claim their per centage ; 
he allowed them, however, a quantum meruit for corres- 
pondence. 


A CORRESPONDENT sends us an account of a recent 
case under the Infants’ Settlements Act (18 & 19 Vict. c. 
43), which appears to have given rise to some conflict 
between the Courts of Chancery in England and Ireland. 
The facts, as given to us, are as follows:—An infant, a 
Miss Armit, was absolately entitled, under the marriage 
settlement of her parents, to a share in certain funds, 
payable at twenty-one or marriage. The funds subject 
to this settlement were in Court in Chancery in Ireland, 
partly under the Trustee Relief Act, and partly in a cause 
of Armit v. Armit. Miss Armit was a ward of the Court 
of Chancery in England, and a marriage having been 
approved for her, an application was made to Vice- 
Chancellor Bacon for a settlement under the Infants’ 
Settlement Act, and the Vice-Chancellor accordingly did 
approve the settlement submitted to him, which is 
said to have been settled by an eminent English 
conveyancer. By thissettlement, whith Was executed in 
October, 1870, after a recital of the Vice-Chancellor’s order, 
Miss Armit assigned her share in the above mentioned 
fund in the Irish Chancery court to the trustees of the 
settlement, upon such trusts as she—“ Notwithstanding 
coverture should either before or after attaining the age 
of twenty-one years by deed or writing under her hand 
or after attaining that age by will or codicil appoint 
and in default of and until appointment and so far as 
‘uch appointment should not extend in trust for Miss 
Armit for her sole and separate use.”’ 

Immediately after the marriage the lady, by a deed-poll, 











executed this power of appointment, and appointed the 
fund to be held by the trustees upon trust for sale,and after 
payment of the expenses of the application under the 
Infants’ Settlement Act, the balance in trust for her 
separate use. The husband and wife and their trustees 

then presented a petition to the Master of the Rolls in 
Ireland to obtain the money out of court; this petition was 
before the Court in February last, but the Master of 
the Rolls, expressing doubts as to the propriety of making 
the order askei for, directed the matter to be argued: 
before him again. The matter was fully argued by 
counsel for the petitioners on the 31st of May, when the- 
Master of the Rolls refused the prayer of the petition. 
He said the Act enabled an infant to make a binding 
settlement of his or her property, but in other respects 
left the legal status of the infant untouched, and every- 
thing to be done under the settlement must be regulated 
by the ordinary rules of law; it seemed to him that if the 
petitioners’ contention were allowed, the result would be 
to construe the Act as rendering the infant of full age for 
every purpose. Though an infant might exercise a power 
simply collateral, he could not do so where the power was 
coupled with an interest or trust. His Honour referred to 
the cases of King v. Bellford (11 W. R. 900, 1 H. & M. 343); 
Stubbs v. Sargon (2 Beav. 496); and Simson v. Jones (2 

R. & M. 365), and said that in the case before him the 
exercise of the power virtually defeated the provisions 
of the settlement. 

We cannot help thinking that there must be some 
further circumstances in this case. As the facts stand 
it is difficult to conjecture what could have been the 
object of inserting the power of appointment in the settle- 
ment. Whether or not an infant can exercise a power 
which is coupled with an interest, is a question which 
has been much debated. Lord St. Leonards, in the sixth 
edition of his work on Powers, argued that though an 
infant could not exercise a power over veal estate, unless 
it were simply collateral, he might exercise a power over 
personalty at the age at which by law he might dispose 
of personalty to which he was absvlutely entitled. Since 
then the Wills Act has deprived infants of all power 
of disposing of property by will. But assuming that 


| an infant cannot exercise a power coupled with an 


interest, it would seem that the Court of Chancery 


The Infants’ Settlement Act (section 1) enables an 
infant with the sanction of the Court to make binding 
settlement of “all or any part of his or her property, or 
property over which he or she has any power of appoint- 
ment,” and the same section further enacts that “ every 
conveyance, appointment, or assignment of such real or 
personal estate ; executed by such infant 
with the approbation of the Court for the purpose of 
giving effect to such settlement, shall be as valid and 
effectual as if the person executing the same were of the 
full age of twenty-one years.” But it would seem that 
the words last quoted relate to powers existing before the 
settlement under the Act, and the Act does not appear 
to authorise the Court to create a power in order that the 
infant may exercise it. 

THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY BILL is withdrawn, upon 
the undertaking of the Government that a Government 
measure including (inter alia) this subject shall be intro- 


- duced next session. The Government are already under 


obligation to introduce a Land Bill, and that being so, 
we may as well put up for a few months longer 
with the existence of the present Middlesex Registry, 
its sinecures, its doubts, and its general hopeless 
absurdity. The Middlesex Registry, absurd and incon- 
venient as it is, is only one of the points to be dealt with, 
and patchwork legislation would make confusion worse 
confounded. Mr. Gregory’s pains, however, will not have 
been thrown away if his bill proves to) have been the 
shoeing-horn of a successful measure. 
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UNDER THE ALBERT AssuRANCE Company Arbitra- 
tion, now in progress, Lord Cairns is deciding a number 
of points of law which, but for the arbitration thus 
specially provided, would have come to the Court of 
Chancery for decision in the ordinary course. The 
decisions of so eminent an ex Chancellor as Lord Cairns 
will be exceedingly instructive and valuable, even if 
regarded only as opinions; the working out, tvo, of amalga- 
mation “arrangements ”’ is a subject comparatively bare 
of authority, and the reader will probably thank us for 
reporting the more important of Lord Cairns’ decisions 
on matters of law. The commencement of these reports 
will be found in another column. 





ON THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A RECEIPT 
AND A RELEASE UNDER SEAL. 


A passenger who was injured in a railway accident 
accepted a sum of money by way of compensation, and 
signed a receipt which was expressed to be in discharge of 
his claim in fall upon the railway company for all loss 
sustained and expenses incurred by the accident. After 
signing this receipt he became worse and applied for 
further compensation, which the railway company re- 
fused to give him; and he commenced an action at law 
against them, in which he claimed heavy damages. The 
company pleaded the common plea of payment and re- 

~ceipt of the sum of money in satisfaction of the plain- 
tiff’s claim, upon which the plaintiff, instead of replying 
to the plea, filed his bill, alleging that he had not replied 
because he was advised that the plea was a full and 
complete answer at law to his cause of action, and pray- 
ing that the defendants might be enjoined from relying 
on the plea at.the trial of the action, and from setting up 
the receipt as a satisfaction of the damages claimed, ex- 
cept to the extent of the sum already paid. The judg- 
ment of Vice-Chancellor Malins, who granted the in- 
junction, is not reported, but the judgment of the Lords 
Justices, who reversed the decree of the Vice-Chancellor, 
and dismissed the bill with costs, is fully reported (Zee v. 
Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Company, 19 W. R. 
729). 

Tt is, or was, a common but reprehensible practice 
with railway companies, after an accident hay occurred, 
to get the sufferers to sign a receipt, accepting a sum of 
tioney down for the injuries they have sustained, before 
they well know the extent of those injuries. See the 
tematks of the Lord Justice Mellish (19 W. R. 732) on 
this practice. In cases of this description a bill will lie 
to restrain the railway company from relying on the 
plea that the plaintiff in the action received the sum in 
accord and satisfaction (Stewart v. Great Western Rail- 
way Company, 13 W. R. 907) by reason of the fraud in- 
volved. 

The bill in Lee v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway 
Company (sup.) was probably filed on the authority of 
Stewart v. Great Western Railway Company (sup.); but 
in Stewart v. Great Western Railway Company fraud 
was alleged on the part of the company’s agents, and 
that the company intended to rely on the receipt thus 
obtained as a defence to the action. This allegation gave 
the Court jurisdiction, and enabled the Lord Chancellor 
to overrule the demurrer, although the bill did not go on 
to pray compensation. In Lee v. Lancashire and York- 
shire Railway Company no case of fraud was made by 
the bill or proved at the hearing, and the bill was dis- 
missed on the ground that, in the absence of fraud, the 
plaintiff could not want the aid of a court of equity, 
In fact the plaintiff did not want the aid of the Court to 
set aside the receipt. This is apparent when we con- 
sider what the true nature of a receipt is, as distinguished 
from a release under seal. A release under seal extin- 
guishes the debt (Coppin v. Coppin, 2 P. Wms, 295), or 
rather acts as an estoppel, and can only be set aside on 
bill filed, or under the equitable jurisdiction of a court of 
law. Buta receipt, according to Abbott, 0.J., in Skaife 
v. Jackson (3 B. & C. 421), is nothing more than a 





primary acknowledgment that the money has been paid, 
or as Littledale, J., said in the same case, it is not an 
estoppel, and amounts to nothing more than a parol de- 
claration of payment. In Graves v. Key (1 B. & Ald. 

313, 3:8), where the holder of a bill had written on it a 
receipt in general terms, and the question was whether 
the receipt was conclusive evidence that the bill had 
been satisfied, the following reasons were prepared by 
the Court for delivery:—* A receipt is an admission only, 
and the general rule is that an admission, although 
evidence against the person who made it, and those 
claiming under him, is not conclusive evidence, except as 
to the person who may have been induced by it to alter, 
his condition (Straton v. Rastal,2 T. R. 366; Wyatt v 

Marquis of Hertford, 3 Hast, 147; Herne v. Rogers, 9 B. 

& C. 586). A receipt therefore may be contradicted or 
explained, and there is no case, to our knowledge, in 
which a receipt upon a negotiable instrument has been 
considered to be an exception to the general rule.” 

Lord Ellenborough’s dictum in Almer v. George (1 
Camp. 392), that a receipt in full, where the person who 
gave it was under no misapprehension and can complain 
of no fraud or imposition, operates as an estoppel and is 
binding on him, means, according to Poilock, C.B., in 
Bowes v. Foster (6 W.R. 257, 2 H. & N. 784), where the 
receipt in full is given as for a real receipt and discharge. 
Almer v. George, moreover, is distinctly overruled by 
Graves v. Key (sup.) and is not law. As Martin, B., 
explained in Bowes v. Foster, the fact of a release may 
be pleaded; but a receipt cannot be pleaded in answer 
to an action, it is only evidence on a plea of payment ; 
and where the defendant is obliged to prove payment, a 
document not under seal is no bar as against the fact that 
no payment was made. Thus, the effect of a receipt is 
destroyed on proof that it was obtained by fraud ( Farrer 
v. Hutchinson, 9 A. & E. 641), or that it forms part of a 
transaction which was merely colourable (Bowes v. 
Foster, sup.), and a receipt endorsed for the purchase- 
money, although signed by the seller, is of no avail in 
equity if the money be not actually paid (Coppin v. 
Coppin, sup.; see Griffin v. Clowes, 20 Beav. 61), though 
the receipt in the body of the deed, being under seal, 
amounts to an estoppel, and is binding on the parties at 
law (Rowntree v. Jacob, 2 Taunt. 141). 

The question between the plaintiff and the defendant 
company in Lee v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway 
Company (sup.) was, whether the receipt covered future 
and consequential injuries or not. The receipt was in 
terms a discharge of the plaintiff's claim in full upon 
the company, but the plaintiff alleged that he signed it 
on the express ‘condition that he should not thereby ex- 
clude himself from further compensation if his injurie: 
eventually turned out to be more serious than was then 
anticipated. A receipt, as we have seen, is an admission 
only, which may be contradicted or explained (Graves ’ 
Key, sup.), and it was accordingly open to the plaiatit 
to traverse the plea by denying that he received the 
money paid him in satisfaction and discharge of his in- 
juries, except the injuries then known; in which case it 
would be properly left to the jury to say whether or not 
he received the money in full satisfaction and discharge. 
But if the plaintiff had given a release under seal in 
similar terms, and the defendant company hai pleaded it, 
his evidence could not have been received to explain the 
instrument. In that case, if fraud had been imputed to 
the defendant company, two courses would have been 
open to the plaintiff—viz., either to meet the plea of the 
release by a replication of fraud at law, or to file a bill 
charging fraud, and praying that the defendants might 
be restrained from relying on the plea. Such a bill will 
lie, although it does not go on to pray for compensation, 
or any other relief (Stewart v. Great Western sn 
Company, sup.), although there is now a con 
seniedy at por ee in ae v. Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Railway Company (sup.) fraud was not imputed, and 
there was no relief in respect of the receipt which the 
Court could give plaintiff which he could not equally well 
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obtain at law by rectifying the plea and adducing 
evidence to show that the receipt was not intended to 
exclude him from further compensation. 


EXTENT OF RIGHT ACQUIRED UNDER GRANTS 
OF RIGHTS OF WAY. 


It has been said that in case of proving « right by 
prescription the user of the right is the only evidence. 
In the case of a grant the language of the instrument 
can be referred to, and it is of course for the Court to 
construe that language, and, in the absence of any clear 
indication of the intention of the parties, the maxim that 
the grant must be construed most strongly against the 
grantor must be applied, per Willes, J., in Williams v. 
James (15 W. R, 928, 2 L. R. 0. P. 577). 

The Master of the Rolls has shown that this maxim is 
not to be extended so as to give effect to a grant by the 
owner of land, on a severance, of part of the land with all 
ways, &c., therewith used, so as to include a way (not 
being one of necessity) which was used by the owner 
whilst the whole property remained in his own hands, for 
the convenience of passing from one part of the property 
to the other. His Honour said that in such cases the 
terms “right of way” import that at some time some 
person, other than the owner, had the right of going over 
the property. Any other meaning of the word “‘ right” 
as applied to a way is devoid of sense, because, of course, 
every absolute owner of a property can use it and go over it 
in any direction he pleases. He distinguished cases where 
there has never been any user of a way, except during 
the time when there has been unity of possession of the 
whole property, from those where there is evidence of an 
existent right of way before the unity of possession 
(Thompson v. Waterlow, 16 W. R. 686, 6 Eq. Cas, L. R. 
36). This enunciation of the law has been approved of 
and affirmed by the Court of Exchequer in Langley v. 
Hammond (16 W. R. 987) where Kelly, C.B., held that a 
grant of premises “with all ways thereto belonging 
and therewith used, exercised and enjoyed,” applied only 
to easements which have once existed as legal rights, but 
have been suspended by unity of possession; whilst 
Bramwell, B., guarded his assent to that proposition 
under the circumstances of the case before him, by saying 
that if there were a defined road existing solely for the 
purposes of access to the premises conveyed, he should 
hesitate before giving his assent to what the Master of 
the Rolls is said to have decided. But this was a very 
different case. The doctrine of these two last cases 
appears to have been acquiesced in as good law, if it be 
confined to rights of way or easements used only from 
time to time, but not to be applicable to easements of 
necessity or continuous easements (Watts v. Kelson, 19 
W. R. 338). 

Tt should seem however that it must be admitted to 
be law that where the terms of the grant are general, 
as a right of way to a field generally, the grantee may 
avail himself of such right in any way, and to any 
extent which the use to which the field may be applied, 
may make it desirable for him to do. Such seems to 
have been the clear inclination of the opinion of the 
Court in the case of South Metropolitan Cemetery Com- 
pany v. Eden (16 Com, B. 42), and Parke, B., in Hen- 
ning v. Burnet (8 Exch. 187), says that a general 
grant of a right of way to Greenacre would mean for 
whatever purpose the field was used, unless limited by 
the context. To such extent, it should seem, therefore, 
the maxim that the grant is to be construed most 
strongly against the grantor must prevail. But on the 
other hand, it seems equally clear that when the terminus 
ad quem is clearly defined, and the description of it is 
such as to raise the inference that the intention was to 
concede only such user of the right of way as is con- 
sistent with the then state of the property, no other 
user will be permitted. Thus it has been held that a 
grant of a right of way over a yard, to what was described 
as a wood house, but which the Court held meant an open 








space, could not. be made use of after the wood house or 
open space had been converted into'a cottage (Allan v. 
Gomme, 11 Ad. & Ell. 759). So in the case of Henning 
v. Burnet (uit sup.), it was held that a grant of right of 
way with cattle, carriages, &0., on a severance and convey- 
ance of part of certain messuages and land, over the 
carriage road leading to the back of the messuage, coach- 
house, and stables so conveyed, did not authorise the 
purchaser to open and use a gate leading from an ad- 
joining field (part of the purchased property) into the 
carriage road, although there bad been at the time of the 
conveyance another gate from a different part of the 
same field into the carriage way. Such new gate was 
not authorised by the express grant, which was only of 
a way to the coach-house and stables, nor by the general 
grant of all ways, because the way to the field at the 
time of the grant was through a different gate. The 
grantee’s contention could only be supported by reading 
the grant as of a way over the carriage road to every 
part of the field, instead of being a way to the back of 
the dwelling-house and stables only, 

With regard to the quantity or extent of the burden 
with which the servient tenement will be onerated upon 
the creation of the easement in favour of the grantee 
or dominant tenement, it has been held in a very recent 
case by the Master of the Rolls (Cousens v. Rose, 19 W. 
R. 792) that a grant in a lease of full liberty and right 
of way and passage, and of ingress, egress, and regress to. 
and for the lessee, his workmen and servants,and all and 
every person by his authority or permission from time to 
time during the continuance of the term,by, through,and 
over a certain roadway or passage jointly with other 
persons, passed a right of way for foot passengers only, 

We must, no doubt, accept the ciroumstances as factors 
in this result, but the decision is noteworthy as showing 
that a right of way granted in general terms may, 
under a consideration of the circumstances, be restricted 
to the least extensive easement of the species. 

No positive division of rights of way into distinct 
classes is clearly shown in our law. Lord Coke speaks 
of the division into iter, actus, and via, using the technical 
terme adopted in the civil law. But the qualifications of 
ways seem to have been somewhat vague in the civil law 
as well as in our own (see Brunton v. Hall, 1 Gale & 
Dav. p. 210 note a). There is not much authority in 
our books as to the classification of rights of way, nor as 
to the distinctions which, where such rights are claimed 
by grant, result from the terms of grant. arly cases 
seem to have established that, in pleading, it ought to 
be shown what manner of way; whether foot, horse, or 
cart, is claimed (Alban v. Brownsword, Yelv. 163. 4). 
Though after verdict, it seems, it would be intended a 
general way for all purposes (Warner v. Green, Com. 
Rep. 114). 

In a case where premises were demised with “a right 
of way thereto” through a gateway, it was held that 
the lessee was authorised to go through the gateway. 
with carts and unload inside, such a grant meaning more 
than a mere right to get into the premises. It seems, 
too, from this case that the reasonable meaning of a 
grant of a right of way iu general terms,is a question 
for a jury, who should t: ke into their consideration the 
state of the premises and other circumstances at the 
time of the grant, and the agreement must be considered 
as giving such a right of way as might be used at that 
time and might be reasonably supposed to be then in the 
consideration of the parties (Hawkins v. Carbines, 2T 
L. J. Ex. 44), 

The general tendency of the authorities is to show that 
the maxim that, in the absence of any clear indication of 
intention, the grant should be taken most strongly 
against the grantor, is not to be applied absolutely, but 
is to be modified by the intention of the parties, to be 
presumed from circumstances. 

There are indications also both in our own and the 
civil law, that easements or servitudes, being extrinsic 
burdens upon the ownership of the servient tenements, 
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such interests, though upheld in both systems, are not 
favourites in either ; and this may also tend to neutralize 
the application of the general rule in our law of taking 
the grant most strongly against the grantor, in the in- 
stance of the creation of easements by grant. 


RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 


LivE-TENANT AND REMAINDERMAN—INCOME OR 
Corpus. 
Dale v. Hayes, V.C.S., 19 W. BR. 299. 
Straker v. Wilson, L.C., 19 W.R. 761. 

These two decision are worth noticing as additions to 
the authorities on the question of capitalisation of com- 
pany profits as between life-tenant and remainderman. 
In cases of this class the tenant for life contends 
that the sam in question belongs wholly to himself, as 
income; while the remainderman claims to have it in- 
vested, as capital, the life-tenant getting merely the 
interest during his own life. 

The mere employment by the company of the word 
“bonus” is not enough to stamp the money as capital. 
Many prosperous compani?s are in the habit of declaring 
a fixed dividend year after year and distributing the 
varying margin of profit under the name of “ bonus ;” 
and in such cases there is no question whatever but-that 
the so-called “bonuses” are as much the right of a 
life-tenant as the ‘‘dividend.” In Allis v. Allan (14 
W. R. 981), Vice-Chancellor Kindersley observed that a 
“bonus,” which must mean some unexpected good—a 
God-send or windfall,—was properly some payment, not 
out of profits of a current half-year, but out of some 
accumulation of funds or rome fund which had been 
carried over for some particular purpose, and was now 
found to be in excess of requirements. And even on 
this definition: it is not every bonus which would be 
corpus as between the life-tenant and remainderman. 
There are some old Bank of England cases which 
initiated, if they did not establish, a doctrine that when 
the distribution is made out of an accumulation of profits 
of past years, the Court of Chancery will not, in the words 
of Lord Loughborough, “‘ put it back and see to what 
part of that saving each is entitled,” but will treat the 
thing as an accretion to capital, so giving the life-tenant 
only the dividends. The quotation just made is from 
Brander v. Brander (4 Ves. 800), in which the 
decision was made in the form of Bank Annuities. 
In a later case of Paris v. Paris (10 Ves. 185), Lord 
Eldon followed, though without much approval of the 
principle, this doctrine, and extended it to the case in 
which the distribution of accumulated profits was made 
in money. This principle was followed in Plumbe v. 
Nield (18 W. R. 337), by Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, 
who said the authorities ruled that a division of profits 
of the current half-year was income, no matter whether 
the company called it dividend or bonus, but the Court 
could not calculate an apportionment of an accumulation 
of profits. The Vice-Chancellor explained this decision 
again in Hollis v. Allan (ubi sup). In Dale v. Hayes, 
the first of the cases which head this paper, Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart dissents from Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley’s distinction between bonuses declared out of 
profits of the current half-year, and bonuses declared out 
of previous accamulations. If, said Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart, the accumulation is one which accrued during 
‘the life of the tenant for life, he must receive it as income. 
That, indeed, is not necessarily inconsistent with the 
previous decisions, including that in Plumbe v. Nield, 
for the principle there stated was merely that the Court 
would not dissect the accumulation to apportion the 
dates of its origin. Vice-Chancellor Stuart, however, 
seems to regard the matter as one of a presumption in 
favour of the life-tenant (which it is for the remainder- 
man to rebut) that the accumulation was all posterior to 








the settlement. To this extent the decision of Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart is an innovation, though perhaps on 
the merits not an unreasonable one. 

Cases such as the above have not turned on the question 
—what was the company’s intention—whether w 
capitalise or not; though, one would think that cases 
such as Paris v. Paris (ubi sup.) might have been taken 
on that ground. But occasionally this question between 
life tenant and remainderman presents itself in this 
form :— 

The company having the power to capitalize profits, 
have they, in fact,done so? It is for the directors to 
say what dividends they will declare, and the dividend 
to which a tenant for life is entitled is that dividend 
which they choose to declare. (Wood, V.C., in Re Ezekiel 
Barton’s Trusts (16 W. R. 392, L. R. 5 Eq. 238). In Le 
Ezekiel Barton’s Trusts, a navigation company laid up a 
part of their profits in the form of a reserve fund for 
increasing and renewing their floating stock, and made 
a corresponding distribution of new shares among their 
shareholders; and Wood, V.C., said that the company 
having chosen to capitalise the profits instead of dis- 
tributing them in dividends, the new shares were to be 
treated as corpus and not income. To the same effect 
is Baring v. Ashburton (16 W. R. 452), decided on the 
day following by the same judge. 

It might be, that upon the constitution of the company 
such a forcing of the shareholders to receive new shares or 
stock instead of dividends would be ultra vires. See, for 
instance, Hoole v. Great Western Railway Company (L. 
R. 3 Ch. 262); but any question of that kind must be 
raised on a special application by the persons in whose 
names the shares stand, and cannot be discussed upon a 
mere question of apportionment as between life-tenant 
and remainderman (Vice-Chancellor Wood, in Baring v. 
Ashburton (ubi sup.). 

Straker v. Wilson, the second of the cases at 
the head of this paper, was the case of a partnership 
and not of a company. The partnership articles 
empowered a majority of the partners to decide 
on capitalising profits. A portion of profits, having, in 
fact, been applied in augmentation of the capital, was 
now claimed as income by a tenant for life under the - 
will of a deceased partner. Vice-Chancellor James (18 
W. BR. 6438), decided that the tenant for life was entitled 
to this sum, as income, on the ground that there had 
been no sufficiently formal declaration of its capitalisation. 
That decision is now reversed by Lord Hatherley, on the 
ground that the de facto application of it as capital was 
sufficient to stamp it with the character of capital. 


RaILway COMPANY—DISPUTES AS TO ACCOMMODATION 
Works—JURISDICTION, 
Hood v. North Eastern Railway Company, V.0.M., 
19 W. R. 266. 

According to this decision disputes between landowners 
and railway companies as to accommodation works (see 
Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, ss. 68—70) 
are in general to be decided by the local justices, not only 
during the progress of the works, but also after they shall 
have been constructed, and so long as they shall continue 
to exist. The dispute in Hood v. North Eastern Railway 
Company was as to the sufficiency of certain drainage 
works, constructed by the defendant company for the 
accommodation of the plaintiff’s estate in the time of his 
predecessor in title, nearly thirty years before the filing 
of the bill. The case was decided upon the construction 
of the particular Act, but the provisions of that Act suffi- 
ciently resemble the corresponding provisions in the 
General Act of 1845 to warrant the conclusion that the 
decision would have been the same, if the case had arisen 
under the General Act. The Vice-Chancellor was 
decidedly of opinion that the Legislature intended to 
have all questions of accommodation works decided by 
the local justices, as well during the progress of the works, 
of which there was no doubt, as subsequently, which was 











not equally clear. His Honour even seems to have 
doubted whether the Act did not oust the jurisdiction of 
the Court altogether, in favour of the local justices. 
However this may be, there cari be no doubt that, as re- 
gards accommodation works, the local tribunal is the 
fitter, if not the only fit tribunal. In Coats v. Clarence 
Railway Company (1 Russ. & My. 181), the Court did 
interfere where damage was being done to a mill-race by 
an arch over it being constructed of too small dimensions, 
though the jurisdiction was disputed. But in that case 
there was apparently no power to refer the dispute to 
justices, who should prescribe how the arch was to be 
built, but only a provision for compensation, and the 
Court considered the conduct of the company not bond 
Jide. Where there is power to apply to the local justices 
to decide any dispute, the landowner ought to do so, in- 
stead of filing a bill. Assuming that the Court does 
possess jurisdiction, the local justices are the proper 
tribunal in these cases, and where another tribunal is 
expressly provided for the purpose, and it appears equally 
convenient that the dispute shall be decided by that 
tribunal, the Court will not interfere, unless there are 
some special circumstances to call for its interference 
(Stone v. Thomas, 18 W. R. 385, L. R. 5 Ch. 219). Where 
there is an excess of the Parliamentary powers the Court 
will interfere and see that the law is observed (Attorney- 
General vy. Ely, Haddenham, and Sutton Railway Com- 
puny, 17 W. BR. 356, L. R. 4 Ch. 194) but in these minor 
matters it would be most unfortunate if the Court asserted 
its right to interfere in a dispute which two or more per- 
sons of common sense on the spot would decide at least 
equally well. 





PRACTICE—UNDERTAKING AS TO DAMAGES. 
Teign Valley Railway Company v. Southwood, 
L.J.,19 W. R. 690. 

So long ago as 1856 it was almoss universally the 
practice, on granting an interlocutory injunction, to re- 
quire an undertaking as to damages ( Chappell v. Davidson, 
* D. M. G.1), although according to the Vice-Chan- 
cellor in Tuck v. Silver (Joh. 218), the practice of 
requiring such an undertaking, except in the case of an 
order made on an ew parte application, was then (1859) 
of very recent origin. In Wakefield v. Duke of Buccleugh 
(12 W. RB. 856), Vice-Chancellor Kindersley held that the 
undertaking ought to be given in all cases, saying that it 
was a reasonable rule, and assisted the judge in with- 
holding the expression of any opinion till the hearing. 
There may, nevertheless, be cases in which the undertaking 
will not be required, as a clear case of fraud on the part 
of the defendant (Zngram v. Stiff, Joh. 220n.), or where 
the equity of the plaintiff is clear, or where the prospect 
of damage to accrue very uncertain (Adamson v. Wilson, 
SN B. 368), Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, of course, only 
meant to lay down a general rule, which, like other general 
rales, may admit of exceptions. But the tendency at the 
present time (see Worms v. Smith, 18 W. BR. 91), as the 
Lord Justice James observed in eign Valley Railway 
Company ¥. Southwood, (sup.) is to require an undertak- 
ing whenever an injunction is obtained upon an interlocu- 
try application, whether ex parte or upon notice. 





SALE OF LAND OR MINERALS SEPARATELY—Monrt- 
GAGEE WITH PoWER OF SALE, 
ite Beawmont’s Mortgage, V.C.M., 19 W. B. 767. 

The Confirmation of Sales Act (25 & 26 Vict. c. 108) 
was passed in consequence of the decision of the Master 
of the Rolls in Buckley v. Howell (9 W. RB. 544, 29 Beav. 
446) against the validity, under the common power of 
sale and exchange, of a sale of the land, reserving the 
minerals. This Act (section 2) enables every trustee, 
aud other person authorised to dispose of land by way of 
sale, exchange, partition, or enfranchisement, with the 
sanction of the Court, unless forbidden by the instru- 
ment creating the trust or power, to dispose of such land 
with an exception or reservation of any minerals, and 
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with or withovt rights and powers of or incidental to 
the working, getting, or carrying away of such minerals; 
and (unless forbidden as aforesaid), to dispose of by way 
of sale, exchange, or partition, the minerals with or 
without such rights or powers separately from the 
residue of the land. 

This section, according to the decision in Re Beau- 
mont's Mortgage, enables a mortgagee with a power of 
sale to obtain an order on petition for the sale of the 
surface apart from the minerals, or the minerals apart 
from the surface. Minerals are commonly sold apart 
from the surface under section 11 of the Leases and 
Sales of Settled Estates Act (Re Mallin’s Settled Estates, 
9 W. R. 588)), and where this is ordered, the Court has 
jurisdiction under section 13 to reserve a rent in respect 
of the surface damaged from time to time by the work- 
ings (Re Milward’s Estates, 16 W. R. 1078, L. Eq. 248). 

The reader will note that service on the remaindermen 
is unnecessary of a petition under the Confirmation of 
Sales Act ; and may correct a statement to the contrary. 
effect in Morgan’s Chancery Acts and Orders, ed. 4, p. 260. 





PRACTICE— AGE OF CHILD-BEARING. 
Conduitt v. Soane, V.C.W., 19 W. R. 817. 


In Groves v. Groves (12 W. R. 45) Vice-Chancellor 
Wood said that the settled rule of the Court was that no 
woman below the age of fifty should be treated as beyond 
the possibility of bearing a child. In practice, however, 
we believe that fifty-three is the least age at which the 
Court has gone on the presumption that a woman is past 
the age of child-bearing (Haynes v. Haynes, 14 W, R. 
361; Price v. Boustead, 8 L. T.565; and see Edwards 
v. Tuck, 23 Beav. 268). In Vidler vy. Parrott (12 W. RB. 
976), where the petitioner, a married lady, was fifty-one 
years old, and had been married thirty-four years without 
having had a child, the Vice-Chancellor (Sir R. T. Kin- 
dersley) thought that the probability of her having a 
child was so very remote as to warrant a conversion of 
investment into India Stock—she being entitled to the 
fund in default of children—though he would not have 
handed the fund over to her. The Court was formerly so 
cautious as to require security to refund the money in the 
event of the birth of a child, even in a case where the lady 
was of the age of sixty-nine years. (Long v. Hodges, Jac. 
585.) In allowing the fund to be paid out at the age of 
fifty-three the Court has unquestionably gone quite far 
enough. In Conduitt v. Soane (sup) Vice-Chancellor 
Wickens declined to act upon the presumption that a 
married woman of the age of fifty-two was past the age 
of child-bearing, observing that there had been cases of 
child bearing at a greater age. See as to this Taylor’s 
Med. Jurisp., last ed. p. 876, where the cases are col- 
lected. 

COMMON LAW. 
ARSON, | 
The Queen v. Child,C.C.R,, 19 W. R. 726, L. R. 1 0. C.807 


This case seems at first sight to afford a curious in- 
stance of a statute, intended to consolidate and generalise 
the law, falling short of the very Act which it repealed 
and on which it was intended to be an improvement. 
The prisoner, a lodger, out of spite to the proseoutrix, 
her landlady, broke up her furniture and made a 
bonfire of it On the stone floor of her own room; the 
house was with difficulty saved from being burnt, _Dis-- 
missing the first count, which disclosed no offence, the 
second count charged the prisoner with setting fire to 
goods, being in a dwelling house, “ under such ciroum- 
stances that if the building had been thereby set fire to 


the offence would have amounted to felony,” The prisonet’s. 


intent to set fire to the house having been negatived by 
the jury, the question arose whether she would have been 
guilty of felony if the house had been burned, It was ob- 
served by Blackburn, J., that if the cuse had arisen under 
the old Actof 14 & 15 Vict. c. 19, s, 8, no difficulty would 
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have arisen, because the prisoner did wilfully and mali- 
ciously set fire to the goods, and they were in a building 
“the setting fire to which ” would be felony. The setting 
fire to the goods being so direct and immediate a cause 
of the probable burning of the house, the Legisla- 
ture dispensed with any evidence of intent with 
respect to the house, and judged the malicious intent 
with respect to the goods enough to justify the infliction 
of the penalties of arson. But the new Act (25 & 26 Vict. 
¢. 97, 8.7), requires that the setting fire to the goods 
should be, “ under such circumstances, that if the build- 
ing had been tiereby set fire to, the offence wonld have 
amounted to felony,’ and the question therefore arose, 
would it have been felony if the building had been in 
fact set fire to? If it would, it must have been by section 
3 of the same Act, which makes felony the maliciously 
setting fire to a house with intent to injure any person. 
Butany malice, intent, or reckless indifference with 
respect to the house was negatived by the jury; 
therefore there could have been no setting fire to the 
house with intent to injure any person thereby ; therefore 
the burning of the house, if it had taken place, would 
not have made the prisoner guilty of felony; therefore, 
the setting fire to the goods could not. The difference 
between the two Acts, shortly expressed, is this—the 
earlier Act makes it sufficient that the goods are in one 
of the protected class of buildings; or, in other words, in 
a building in respect of which arson may be committed; 
the later Act requires that the. burning of the house, if 
it happened, should in. the particular case be arson, It 
may be observed that the same point had been already 
decided in JZ’. v. Batstone, 10 Cox C. C. 20, by Williams, 
J., although the case was not referred to on the present 
occasion. 

Tf the goods in this case had been of the value of £5, 
thecase would have fallen under the general provision of 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 97, 8.51; and it may be questioned whe- 
ther the act was not indictable as a common nuisance. 








REVIEWS. 


An Essay on the Reform of the Law of Real Property and 
the Practice of Conveyancing. By a Souiciror. London : 
Bemrose & Sons. 

Both the ‘‘signs of the times” and the exigencies and 
the condition of the thing itself point to the conclusion 
that our land-law is on the eve of reform. What that 
reform is to be is one of the most important questions 
which the day offers for our consideration. It would be 
impossible to overrate either the beneficial results of a 
‘sound reform or the fatal consequences of an unsuccessful 
alteration. Tentative legislation, such as that which the 
last fifty years have witnessed upon Bankruptcy and Joint- 
Stock Companies, is bad enough in any case, but on such 
a subject as land-law, it would be a calamity a hundred 
times worse. We must pray that whatever is done may be 
well done ; and in the meantime any contributions to the 
consideration of the subject are welcome. 

In the little work before us, which is rather a pamphlet 
than a book, a solicitor, practising, as we feel inclined to 
guess, in a Midland county, offers his suggestions upon the 
subject. Admitting that the question of the policy of primo- 
geniture law is outside his subject-matter, which is simply 
the law of real property as affecting conveyancing, the 
author argues against the abolition of primogeniture, his 
view being that primogeniture favours the keeping of 
estates in few hands, and that the keeping of estates in few 
hands, by favouring the fullest developmentfof agricultural 
‘science, raises the national prosperity by increasing the 
productiveness of the soil. Now, omitting discussion of the 
— of primogeniture upon the aggregation or dispersion 
of land, we must say a fow words upon the author's view that 
large holdings aro beneficial because they are accompanied 
by good farming. We will assume asa fact that the aggre- 
gation of land in the hands of a few owners, by promoting 
high farming backed by capital, increases the productive- 
ness of the land throughout the country, But to conclude 
from this that the aggregation is nocessarily a benefit to 
the country is to take a very shallow view of the matter 





There is a section of Radical politicians which is aiming at 
Communism as land—which desires that all land 
shall become the property of the State. These people re- 
gard the aggregation of land in the hands of as few indi- 
viduals as possible as one of the most favourable conditions 
for the success of their projects, and make no secret of their 
aversion to any change which should increase the number 
of their opponents by distributing property in land among 
a vast number of the poorer . Again, there are few 
conditions which have a better steadying influence than 
that of land ownership. If ‘‘A Solicitor”: weighs these 
considerations he will see that the production of a certain 
number of extra quarters of corn or stones of meat is as 
nothing in comparison with them, and will be ready, with 
Mr. Wren-Hoskyns, the writer of one of the best and most 
entertaining books on high farming, to enquire after such 
changes as might neutralise the tendency of land-owner- 
ship to become a luxury only for the rich. 

“A Solicitor’ points out, as his experience enables him, 
many of the defects and inconveniences of the present law, 
and his little work will be read with interest by many, 
whether lawyers or laymen, who are pondering on the sab- 
ject. His own suggestions are—an adoption of our own pro- 
posal (13 S. J. 918) of abolishing bare trusteeships—a general 
and compulsory system of enfranchisement—an organised 
system of registration—a general extension of the equity 
principle against joint tenancies—and the abolition of the 
certainly obnoxious rule in Shelley’s case, and of one or two 
other rules of law. We must note here that, in referring to 
our proposal for the abolition of bare trusteeships, the au- 
thor seems unaccountably to have formed the notion that 
our proposal would extend to the conversion of every tenant 
for life into the trustee of the settlement, whereas nothing 
could be farther from the reality, and the term “ bare trus- 
teeship ” itself excludes the idea of comprehending any case 
in which there are duties for a trustee ‘to perform, or ex- 
pectant cestui que trust interests to be protected. In his 
chapter on registration the author seems to approve to 
some extent of the Land Transfer Bill, which was in Parlia- 
ment last session, but did not pass. To our thinking this 
bill, though comprising in some of its sections the forms of 
serviceable law amendment, was by no means meritorious as 
a whole. In point of fact it seemed nothing better than a 
bill designed to disguise the failure of the indefeasible-title- 
registry scheme by substituting a sort of registration-with- 
out-an-indefeasible-title scheme. As we pointed out in com- 
meating on the bill (14 S.J. 464), Mr. Dix Hutton’s Re- 
cord of Title scheme is infinitely preferable to anything 
which can be devised on the Registration of Title principle 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. CHRISTOPHER “YEoRGE Barnett, of Ilfracombe, 
Devon, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
oaths in Chancery. 

Mr. Jounxn Tucker, of No. 68, Chancery-lane, has been 
appointed a London Commissioner for taking affidavits at 
Common Law. 








Vice-Chancellor Wickens received-the honour of Knight- 
hood at the hands of her Majesty yesterday. His Honour 
adjourned his Court at midday, for the purpose of attending 
at Windsor, in obedience to the Royal command. 

Mr. Edward Wates, solicitor, of Gravesend, has been 
spc’ ent to the Conservative Association, for the 

id-Kent district, in succession to the late Mr. F. T. 
Southgate. 

The directors of the National Assurance Society con- 
template introducing to the public an insurance business 
of a somewhat novel character, which they describe as 
“a plan of educational and other endowments.” The 
idea of granting policies on the lives of children, pay- 
able on the attaining the age of 21 is not new. Such 
policies were issued by the Kent Mutual Society (one of the 
societies amalgamated with the Albert), and, we are in- 
formed, by the Family Endowment Society. The plan, 
however, is stated not to have been attended with saocess. 
The National Assurance Society attribute such want of suc- 
coss to the non-existence of statistios.and are issuing ciroulars 
(with forms annexed for statistical returns) addressed to 
members of the legal profession and others of similar social 
position. 
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COURTS. 





THE ALBERT LIFE ASSURANCE 
ARBITRATION.* 


(Before Lord Carrns.) 


June 1.—Re The Family Endowment Life Assurance and 
Annuity Society, Lee's case. 


Company— Amalgamation of companies—Winding up—Cone 
tributory—Ciability of shareholders in old company after 
amalgamation zcith another company. 

L. held 200 shares in the F. Assurance Company, having 
paid £4 per share thereon. In 1861, the F. Company became 
amalgamated with the A. Company, and by the agreement for 
amalgamation it was arranged that the A. Company should 
pay £4 per share to each shareholder of the F. Company. In 
pursuance of this arrangement the sum of £4 per share was re- 
ceived by each shareholder from the A. Company and the share 
certificates were given up to the A. Company. No further sum 
was received by any shareholder out of the assets of the F. Com- 
pany. The whole of the business of the F. Company was on 
the amalgamation transferred to the 4. Company, but L’s name 
was not removed from the register of shareholders. In 1869 
orders were made for winding up both the companies. 

Held, that the shares of the F. Company were not extin- 


guished, and that, L.’s name being on the list of shareholders, | pot ag. bapa wedge seman ih © pis te poly oo oy 


he must be held a contributory of the F. Company. 
Quere, whether L. could be considered a trustee for the A. 


\ shareholder of the society, enclosing a prospectus of the 


' Albert Company under its new constitution, and a summary 
of the proceedings of the two general meetings of the 
society. At the same time, a circular enclosing a copy of 
this prospectus, was also sent to each policy holder and 
annuitant of the society. And on the 11th September, Lec 
received the following letter from the ing director of 
the Albert :—“ I have now to inform you that in accordance 
with the agreement entered into between the Family 
Endowment Society and the Albert Company, the Albert 
Company will on the 16th September instant proceed to 
pay to the shareholders in the society their capital. The 
number of shares standing in your name in the books of the 
society is 200, and the amount payable thereon£800, inter- 
est £8 4s. 4d., equal to £808 4s. 4d. The above amount may 
be received’ between certain hours. On or about the 16th 
September, 1861, Lee and all the other shareholders of the 
society (with a single exception) received the sum of £4 
and interest in respect of each share held by them. The 
receipts given on this occasion were in this form:— 
“¢ Received of the directors of the Albert Company the sum 
of £808 4s. 4d., being my share of the paid up capital of the 
Family Endowment Society mentioned in &c.”’ Lee and 
the other shareholders, who had their sharo certificates, then 





| gave them up to the Albert, and most of those shareholders, 
, who had lost or destroyed their certificates, made statutory 
' declarations to that effect and procured written indemnities 


Company, so as to entitle him to an indemnity from that com- | 


pony. 


before Vice-Chancellor Bacon. The object of the applica- 
tion was, that Mr. Lee’s name might be removed from the 
list of contributories of the Family Endowment Society, 
and, though the summons did not so ask in terms, that the 
Albert Company might be substituted in his place. The 
Family Endowment Society was established under a deed of 
settlement, dated the 17th January, 1837, and it hada 
private act of Parliament, which enabled it to sue and be 
sued in the name of some or one of its officers. The 122nd 
clause of the deed provides for the dissolution of the society, 
and amongst others contains this provision:—“And the 
further to enable the Board of Directors to carry into effect 
a dissolution of the society, and to wind up the affairs 


to be given to the Albert. No deeds of transfer were execu- 


either from the Albert or out of the assets of the society. Be- 
fore the winding up, they were never called upon to make any 
further payment in respect of their shares. They never at- 


| tended any meeting of the Albert, and no meeting of the so- 
This was an adjourned summons which stood for hearing | 


ciety was held after the 14th of March, 1861. However, no 
alteration was made in the share register book of the society, 


| im order to give effect to the agreement of the 5th of 


| the register. 


thereof, it shall be lawful for them to adopt any plan, | 


which in their judgment shall be deemed expedient for 
paying to the proprietors or holders of shares in the socicty, 
or placing at their risk their several proportions of the sur- 
plus funds of the society”... and “when and so soon as 
such payment and distribution shall be completely made 
and effected the society shall be dissolved, and every clause, 
article, matter or thing herein contained (except this pre- 
sent provision), shall thenceforth cease, determine, pe be 
void.” Clause 173 also provides “That the share regi 

book shall as between the society and any person claiming 
to be a proprietor of the society in respect of any share or 
shares, be conclusive evidence on behalf of the society to 
show whether he or she is a proprietor of the society in 


gy ache ag egy iy Se res, 

eviously to 1861, Lee was a shareholder in the society 
‘polding 200 out of the 5,000 shares, and having paid £4 per 
share thereon. On the 5th February, 1861, an agreement 
was entered into for the amalgamation of the society with 
the Albert. By the 11th clause of this agreement, it was 
provided that “The company shall,” at a time therein 
specified, “pay to each of the shareholders in the society 
by way of satisfaction and in extinction of his share or 
shares in the capital of the society the sum of £4 for every 
suare to which he is entitled according to the register of 
shareholders of the society (being the amount share 
which has been paid by such shareholder) together with 
interest at £5 per cent. per annum.” This agreement was 
onfrmed at two general mectings of the society. Soon 

'. giver this the Albert Co y assumed the name of “ The 
Albert Medical and Family Endowment Life Assurance 
Company,” and carried on, at ite own office, the business 
theretofore carried on by the society, which from that time 
entered into no new business and retained no office. On or 
about the 1th March, 1861, 4 circular was sent to cach 


* Reported by Richard Marrack, Vaq., Barrister-at-Law. 





February, 1861, so that Mr. Lee’s name still remained on 

On the [7th of September, 1869, an order 
was made by the Court for winding up the Albert, and on 
the 29th of November, 1869, the society was ordered to be 
wound up. 

Kekewich, for Lee, —Lee contracted that his shares should 
be extinguished on the payment of £4 per share, he gave up 
his certificates, and altogether retired from the society. From 
that time forward he could not claim any interest in the 

| society, he could not say he was entitled to attend a meeting 
of the society or of the Albert ; if there were now any further 
benefit coming to the society he could not claim any interest 


| in it. That position ought to have its privileges. as well as 








its liabilities. The society ought to be in a similar position 
with respect to him: as he has no claims on the society, so 
the society ought to have no claims onhim. All the books 
and property of the society having been handed over to the 
Albert, and the society having practically been dissolved, 
Lee could not interfere in the affairs of the Albert and 
insist on any forms being complied with. If it were necessary 
that any deed of transfer should be executed, or that any 
entry of a change of partnership should be made in the 
books, it was the duty of the Albert directors to see that 
this was done. It should be assumed that, as against them, 
it was done. This was mere form, which it was not his duty 
to look after; everything that he could do was done, and the 
shares were in fact extinguished, or, at any rate, trans- 
. Icannot ask to have the register rectified under 
sections 35 & 98 of the Companies’ Act, because this is an 
unregistered company. Besides there is no ‘‘ register of 
members.” There is only a share register book kept by the 
company, and not open to the public. In Re Overeud, 
Gurney & Co. Oakes v. Turquand, L, R. 2H. L, 325, 15 
W. R. 1201, it was held that the fact of the register of 
members being open to the public was an important element 
in considering whether the creditors are entitled to rely on 
the register or not. In the case of unregistered companies 
the Act does not make any provision respecting members, 
but only respectin quintet. Section 200 of the 
Companies’ Act ought to be construed to mean that if Lee 
be made a contributory at all, he ought not to be made one, 
until those to whom he has transferred his shares have been 
exhausted. If his name is to remain on the list, the Albert 


| —which will certainly have toindemnify him—ought to be 


primarily liable, if only to work out the rights of the partics 
without circuity of action. Instead of two proceedings 


| there should be but one, until it has beon shown that the 
| Albert is unable to pay. 
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Eaddis, Q.C., and Rodwell, for the Family Endowment 
Society, were not called on. 
Lord Carrns.—The case has been argued with great force 
and great ability by Mr. Kekewich, who has said every- 
thing that can be said on behalf of the claim, but I am 
afraid the case is too clear to admit of any doubt, and in my 
opinion Mr. Lee must be on the list of contributories. His 
case may be looked atin two ways. First, he may claim 
not to be on the list of contributories on the ground that 
there has been, what has been termed in one of the resolu- 
tions, a complete extinction of his shares. That could only 
be by an accurate pursuit of the provisions in the deed of 
settlement. But those provisions contemplated that which 
was equivalent to an extinction of the shares, namely, a dis- 
solution of the society, only upon the hypothesis that a 
provision had been made for all claims that might be made 
on the society. And until that was done, until the claims 
were paid, or something done equivalent to payment of the 
claims, the time for the extinction of the shares and the dis- 
solution of the society would not arrive. In that view of 
the case, therefore, his claim to be removed from the list of 
contributories has failed. The only other light in which he 
could assert his claim is that which has also heen argued 
with great force by Mr. Kekewich, viz., that in equity the 
shares have become the property of the Albert and have 
ceased to be his ; and that, therefore, certain duties devolved 
upon the Albert to complete the documents that would have 
removed his name from the list and substituted another name 
for his. It appears to me that his casecannot be put higher 
in that point of view, than if he had sold his shares in the 
market to a purchaser, the result of which contract would 
have been that in equity Mr. Lee would have been merely a 
trustee of the shares for the purchaser, and the purchaser 
would in equity have been the owner of the shares, and Mr. 
Lee could no longer have claimed for his own benefit any 
interest in the profits or trading of the company. But in 
that case until tke time arrived when Mr. Lee’s name was 
removed from the list of shareholders, he would, both by 
the words of the section referred to of the Companies’ Act, 
and also by the provisions of the Family Endowment deed 
itself, remain the person answerable for those shares. It is 
ible that he may have rights over against the purchaser, 
ut those rights, whatever they may be, are perfectly con- 
sistent with Mr. Lee’s remaining liable in the first instance 
to whatever claim may properly be made against the 
society. My opinion. therefore, is that Mr. Lee’s name 
must remain on the list of contributories. As to costs, if 
I ascertain that Mr, Lee’s case can fairly be looked at as a 
representative case, a case the decision of which accordingly 
is both necessary to and does substantial good in the pro- 
gress of the winding up, he ought to have his costs in part 
of the costs of the winding up. 
Solicitors, Freshjield; Markby & Tarry. 


June 5.—Re The Western Life Assurance Society, Driver's 
Executors’ case. 

Company— Amalgamation of companies—Winding up—Con- 
tributory—Acceptance of shares by executors—Shareholders 
not bound by amalgamation contract, 

D, held shares in the M. Company. After his death the 
company became amalgamated with the W. Company. One of 
the three executors who proved his will executed a deed of ad- 
hesion to the amalgamation, by which it was provided that 
every shareholder should accept shaves in the W. Company in 
liew of his shares in the M. Company. The dividends on these 
shares in the W. Company were afterwards received by the 
Jourth executor, who had not proved, The deed of settlement 
of the M. Company contained a provision to the effect that 
nothing should be done which might alter the individual re- 
sponsibility and profit of each shareholder as between themselves 
to the amount of his share in the capital. 

Held, that the executors were not to be placed on the list of 
contributories of the W. Company, either in their individual 
or representative capacity. 


This was an application to place tho names of four per- 
sons, as the executors of Samuel Driver, on the list of con- 
tributories of the Western Society in respect of 216 shares, 
Mr. 8S. Driver died in 1857, and at the time of his death 
held 100 shares in tue Metropolitan Counties Society, which 
was a company registered under the Joint Stock Companies 
Act (7 & 8 Vict, ¢. 110). His will was proved by three of 
the four executors, The deed of sottlement of Motro- 
politan contained a provision in the 58th clause for making 


any new laws, ions, or provisions of the society, and 
for amending, altering, or repealing any of the clauses of 
the deed or any of the existing laws, regulations, or pro- 
visions, and for dissolving the society, and for making and 
binding the society and every shareholder to any act, deed, 
or thing whatsoever with this proviso :—“ Provided such 
new amended or altered laws or regulations and provisions 
are consistent with the restrictions and provisions of the 
Act 7 & 8 Vict. c. 110, and do not in any way alter, vary, or 
affect the laws, regulations and provisions established and 
settled by these presents for confirming the individual 
responsibility and profit of each proprietor of the society as 
between themselves to the amount of his or her share or 
shares in the capital thereof.” In August, 1862, the Metro- 
politan became amalgamated with the Western, which was 
neither registered nor incorporated. There were two deeds 
of amalgamation. By the first the provisional arrange- 
ment was made, and by the second the ai mation was 
ultimately carried into effect. ‘The 11th clause of the latter 
deed provided that ‘‘each of the holders of the shares 
of the company” (i¢., the Metropolitan) ‘‘ issued 
and in existence on the Ist January, 1862, shall have 
allotted and issued to him such numbers of the said 17,000 
shares of the society, as will bear the same proportion to 
the shares then held by him in the company, as the said 
17,000 shares bear to the total number of shares then ap- 
propriated,” and the 12th clause provided that “‘ each such 
shareholder shall accept and take the shares in the society so 
to be allotted and issued to him, and shajl testify such 
acceptance by executing such deed of adhesion and covenant 
as may be required by the board of the society.” In the 
13th clause was a provision for the case “‘ if any shareholder 
in the company shall refuse or neglect duly to accopt the 
shares in the society, to which he may become entitled under 
this agreement.” This deed was executed by S.S. Dudley, 

as executor of Samuel Driver, and S. Driver’s name was 
entered on the list of shareholders of the Western, as the 
holder of 216 shares in the place of the 100 shares in the 

Metropolitan. From the 5th August, 1862, down tothe 15th 
February, 1865, dividends were received on these 216 shares 
by S. N. Driver, the 4th executor, who did not join in 
proving the will. In 1869 an order was made for winding 
up the Western Society. 

Eddis, Q.C., and Crackuali, for the Western.—After 
Driver’s death the executors were entitled to become 
shareholders in the Metropolitan. The amalgamation 
takes place; the testator’s estate was then entitled to the 
benefit and subject to the obligation of the amalgamation 
contract. He had taken shares in a company whose deed of 
settlement contained the clause 58. He knew, therefore, 
that provided his individual responsibility and profit in 
respect of the shares were not interfered with he would be 
bound in every possible way by any proceedings of the two 
extraordinary general meetings of the company. The 
arrangement made by those meetings does not come within 
this proviso of the 58th clause, for they merely determined 
to dissolve the company on condition that the shareholders 
should take a certain benefit. He would himself have been 
bound by the agreement for amalgamation. His executors 
must, therefore, be bound. Jn re Empire Assurance 
Corporation, Ex parte Bagshaw (L. R. 4 Eq. 341, 15 W. R. 
889), differs trom this case. If, however, the amalgamation 
contract come within the proviso, then the amalgamation is 
void, and there is an end of the matter. Again, the 
amalgamation provided for a deed of adhesion. That deed 
was executed by one of the executors, and the 216 shares in 
the Western were accordingly accepted in lieu of the 
100 shares in the metropolitan. Moreover dividends 
on the 216 shares have been received by one of the execu- 
tors and paid to the estate of the testator. The estate ought, 
therefore, to be bound. 

Marten, for the three executors who proved the will, and 

Methold, for the executor who did not join in proving, 
wore not called on. : 

Lord Carrns.—I think these executors cannot be fixed 
on the list of the Western Society. As individuals, they 
have done nothing to make themselves liable, and have not 
professed to do anything; and they were not themselves 
shareholders in the Metropolitan. Their testater was a 


shareholder in the Metropolitan, and he was dead at the 
time of the agreement for amalgamation, In order te con 
stitute them, in their representative character, shareholders 
in the Western, it would have to be shown, either that the 
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agreement for amalgamation was such that it bound the 
assets of the testator in that part of it which proposed to 
make the shareholders in the Metropolitan shareholders in 
the Western, or that if the agreement for a, CERT did 
not proprio vigore bind the shareholders in the Metropolitan, 
yet that, as against the assets of Mr. Driver, it became bind- 
ing by something done by his executors within the scope of 
their power, as executors of the will. 

Now, was the agreement binding upon the assets of Mr. 
Driver, as an agreement forcing shares in the Western upon 
his assets? In my opinion it was not. I do not desire to 
say a word imputing any invalidity to the ement for 
amalgamation, or suggesting that it was beyond the powers 
of the two companies. But what I find is, that the power 
mainly relied on as authorising amalgamation, is the power 
given to certain extraordinary general meetings, by clause 
58 of the deed of the Metropolitan. It contains a very 
ample power of dealing with the rules and regulations and 
constitution of the Metropolitan, but all is subject to the 
proviso in this clause. I read that as laying down the car- 
dinal rule of the constitution of the society, and the cardinal 
point to be attended to in any acting on the powers given 
by this clause, to be that nothing must be done to alter the 
position of a shareholder in the Metropolitan, as a person 
who is bound in liability only to the extent of his interest 
in the capital ofthat company. Now, if in an agreement for 
amalgamation under this clause there should be found to be 
contained a provision making a shareholder a partner in 
another company, and imposing upon him liabilities with 
reference to the capital of that othercompany,it appears to me 
that that provisionin theagreement foramalgamation would be 
invalid against any aie who either was in his grave 
and could not assent, or, being alive, did not actively assent to 
the amalgamation. I think, on reading the terms of amal- 
gamation in this case, it may be doubtful whether there was 
an actual and absolute obligation professed to be imposed 
on the shareholders in the Metropolitan, to become share- 
holders in the Western. I say. I think it may be doubtful. 
I do not desire to decide it. I think the deed may fairly be 
read as saying that the Western were to become the pur- 
chasers of the business and assets of the Metropolitan, and 
in place of giving in return a certain number of thousands 
of pounds of money they were to give, as the price of the 
purchase, 17,000 shares in. the Western, with £1 paid up on 
each share. If it stopped there, of course it would be op- 
tional with any particular shareholder to take his share of 
the price, or to leave it. It might be that the powers of 
amalgamation would be cae te 
agreement would stand, leaving only to each shareholder an 
option to take or refuse his aliquot portion of the price of 
the amalgamation. 

It is possible that the construction of the 11th, 12th, and 
13th clauses, taken together, may have been that it was op- 
tional to the shareholders of the old company to take or 
refuse. Butif that be not the proper construction, and if 
the proper construction be that it is obligatory on each 
shareholder to take the shares, then I am of opinion that 
that isa stipulation which could not be enforced against 
the old shareholders, unless they came in, and actively 
assented to take them. Therefore the result will be, that 
as against the assets of Mr. Driver, who was then dead, 
the agreement will not proprio vigore be binding, so as to 
make him liable upon the footing of his being a shareholder 
in the Western. 

Then what has been done by his executors? I have 
looked at the will, and it appears to me that the executors 
have not power in their representative capacity to bind his 
assets by taking shares in the Western. If they had had 
that power, it would, of course, have heen a question 
wether what they had done had been a sufficient accept- 
« ce by them of the shares in the Western. I find one has 
exrcated the deed. Even that would not bind the others, 
« Wind the assets; and although there is that act, equivocal 
vutil it is explained, of one executor appearing to act for 
z'| the others, and socaptiog dividends in r t of these 
s..ares on the receipts specified, still, even if that had been 

‘done advisedly, it would not have bound the assets. The 
reeult is that J think the executors are not to be put on the 
list. The money received by them must be restored. They 
save acted in such a way a% not to entitle them to costs. 

solicitors, W. 1. Manning; Thomas & Hollams; 8. N. 
Drive. 
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at in other respects the | 


COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
(Before Ketty, C.B., and a Sprcran Jury.) 
June 24 and 25.—Breton v. Wilkinson. 
Auctioneers’ i Special contract. 

The plaintiffs were devisees of property in the Isle of 
Thanet. 

The defendants were Messrs, Wilkinson & Horne, of the 
City of London, Auctioneers. The action was brought to 
recover the amount of deposit received by the defendants 
upon a sale by auction of an estate, and the defendants 
claimed a set-off for commission upon a sale by private con- 
tract of another estate. 

Messrs. Norton & Son, of West Malling, Kent, solicitors, 
for the owners of the estates, who were plaintiffs in this 
action, arranged with Messrs, Wilkinson & Horne, defen- 
dants in this action, to offer the estates by action upon the 
following terms:—_ - 

“Tf sold at auction, or within two months afterwards, 
one quarter per cent, on purchase-money ; if not sold 
within that time a fee of twenty-five guineas,”’ At the re- 
quest of Messrs. Norton a copy of the particulars and con- 
ditions of sale was sent by Messrs. Wilkinson & Horne to 
the Bursar of St. John’s College, Cambridge, who were 
owners of adjoining property and were considered likely to 
become purchasers. 

The auction was held on 4th of June, 1869, at the Mart, 
in the City of London, and the property was bought in. 
After the two months had expired—viz., in September fol- 
lowing—the Bursar of the College wrote to Messrs. 
Wilkinson & Horne offering a price for the property. This 
offer was transmitted to Messrs, Norton & Son, and after 
some correspondence the negotiation went off, as the college 
would not give the price demanded. It was afterwards dis- 
covered that the lease on which the property was occupied 
was invalid, and thus the probable selling value became in- 
creased. No further communication passed between Messrs. 
Wilkinson & Horne and the College, but at the instance of 
the tenant of the property, who was anxious to induce the 
College to purchase, Mr. Neame, a local surveyor, who had 
been employed by the owners in the management of the 
property, entered into communication with Messrs. Norton 
andthe College which resulted in a sale to the College in 
October, 1860, more than a year after Messrs. Wilkinson & 
Horne had closed their unsuccessful treaty with the College. 
owners paid Mr, Neame his charge for negotiating the 

sale, 
| When Messrs. Wilkinson & Horne learned that a sale 








| had been effected, they claimed a commission of one quarter 
per cent. on the purchase-money as on a sale effected 
“ through their introduction,” and having deposits in their 
| hands received on the sale of other property of the same 
; owners, they deducted the amount of their claim therefrom, 

and paid over the balance. This action was brought to re- 

cover the amount thus deducted. Besides sending particu- 
' larsof the intended auction to the Bursar of the College, 
Mr. Horne wrote a letter to his brother who was a Fellow 
of the College, requesting him to bring the estate under the 
notice of the College. But with regardto this the Bursar, 
who was called as a witness, stated his opinion that a com- 
munication to a Fellow of the College was not a communi- 
cation to the College. 

Denman, Q.C., and Hayman, for the plaintiffs. 

Brown, Q.C., and W. G. Harrison, for the defendants, 
proposed to call several well-known auctioneers of London 
to prove a custom of the business under which the defen- 
dants would be entitled to commission as upon a sale made 
through their introduction, and they contended that the 
estate had never been taken out of the defendants’ hands. 
They cited Green v. Bartlett (11 W. R. 884, 82 L. J.C. P. 
261.) 

Kzutr, C.B., however, said that the special contract in 
this case excluded the custom, and he refused to receive 
the evidence. The “introduction” was the sending of 
particulars of the auction to the College in the course of 
preparation for the auction, and the defendants had 
stipulated for their remuneration for so doing both in the 
event of sale and non-sale, within a fixed time. When the 
two months had elapsed without a sale, the agreement was 
at an end. But as regarded the correspondence of the 





defendants with the College and Messrs. Norton which took 
place afterwards, the jury might allow the defendants any 
amount they thought proper upon a quantum meruit. 

The jury found for the plaintiffs for the amount which 
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‘the defendants had deducted for commission, and they 
allowed to the defendants thereout the sum of £5 5s. for the 
correspondence. 

Attorneys for the plaintiff, Mackeson, Taylor, & Arnould, 
for Norton ¢ Son, West Malling. 

Attorney for the defendants, J. V. Mason. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
Nuneaton, 
(Before Mr. Serjeant Mrtter.) 

Re the Married Woman's Property Act, 1870; and re a depo- 
sit inthe Post-office Savings Bank in the name of Elizabeth 
Jones, the wife of James Jones. 

Notice of application under section 9 of the 33 § 34 Vict. c. 
93, by a husband as to money declared by section 2 to be the 
wife's separate property—Personal service on wife. 


On the 26th May last Mr. Bland on behalf of JameS 
.Jones moved for an order under the above mentioned Act, 
that the sum of £24, deposited in the name of Elizabeth 
Jones (the wife of James Jones), in the books of the Savings 
Bank department of the General Post-office and interest, be 

id {to the said James Jones, and read in support an affi- 
Tavit by the applicant stating that the deposit was from 
money he had saved out of his wages as a miner, and no 
part thereof was from the wages or earnings of his wife, or 
money accquired by her through the exercise of any skill. 
The wife had left her husband, and the attempts to serve 
her with notice of the application had been ineffectual. The 


_judge adjourned the application for notice to be given to 


the wife at her last known address. 

June 23rd.— Mr. Bland now renewed the application, and 
proved service of the notice on the wife personally. 

Serjt. Miter said it appeared clear that the money 
belonged to the husband, and he made the order for the 
same to be paid to him, such order to be drawn up by the 
registrar, who was to settle the Court fees to be paid. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE LeGaL VALVE or HypornericaL EvipENcE. 

Sir,—Allow me to ask a question, the proper solution of 
which is, I believe, a matter of great interest to the legal 
profession, and of great importance to the public generally. 
A case which was reported in the daily papers about a week 
ago, has suggested to me the idea of calling attention to 
the particulars, through the medium of your columns. I 
know nothing of the case in question, excepting from the 
information afforded, through the press. It seems that a 
man and his wife were taken before a magistrate, and 
charged with carrying on an illegal trade as medical 
botanists; more especially the offence stated was, that they 
prescribed in a case described to them. Now as there was 
no such person as the young woman said to be the patient, 
but the whole affair was got up by the police, prompted, of 
course, by some one in the back-ground, it occurs to 
me to enquire whether it can be considered legal to pro- 
secute persons under such circumstances as these? The 
whole affair is fiction, and what is the value of evidence 
obtained by misrepresentation? It is absurd to say that 
there is proof that the accused would have acted unlaw- 
fully if the case had been a real one. That explanation 
I fancy will go a very little way to justify the means 
adopted to obtain the evidence. It seems to me that the 
prosecutors have no legal ground to stand upon, and that 
they have, moreover, ak themselves liable to the 
penalty which may attach to false accusations. 


June 26. JUSTITIA. 








The dustralian Jurist says that the Legislature of Victoria 
has need of an official Parliamentary draftsman:--‘ He should 
be capable,” says the Australian Jurist, “ of seizing upon the 
ideas of our amateur legislators ; of putting them into shape; 
of reducing them in bulk; and of so arranging them, that 
they may be put with security into every man’s hand. The 
old, patched, and leaky bottles, which are being cast aside 
as no longer sérviceable in England, will not serve to con- 
tain our new wine. ‘There are men here, fully equal 
to the task, though it must be admitted that capable drafts- 
men are rare amongst us,’ 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
June 24.—The Landlord and Tenant (Ireland) Act (1870) 
Amendment Bill was read a third time and passed. 


June 29.—Union of Benefices Act Amendment.—A bill by 
the Bishop of Winchester was read a first time. 

Judicial Committee of Privy Council Bill.—The Lord 
Chancellor moved the second reading.—The propesal of the 
bill was that her Majesty should have power to appoint 
four additional members. Two of these would be taken 
from acting or retired judges of the Superior Courts of 
Westminster, including the Probate and Divorce Courts. 
If acting judges, they would receive the same salary and 
appointments as at present, and if retired judges, they 
would be paid £1,500 a year in addition to their pension, 
which would make their emoluments £5,000 a year, the 
sum enjoyed by acting judges. The other two would be 
taken from the Superior Court of Calcutta, and the inten- 
tion was that they should have acted as Chief Justice in 
that Court. They also would receive £1,500 per annum in 
addition to their pension, and those payments would con- 
tiaue only as long as they attended regularly, so that they 
might, whenever they chose, fall back into the position of 
ordinary members of the committee. It was hoped that by 
the appointment of these four members, a quorum could 
always be secured for Indian appeals. It would be a 

uestion for consideration in committee whether, as 
the press of Indian appeals had only arisen during 
the last three years, the power of appointment should 
be continued after the nomination of the first four. 
Objection had been taken to the provision that the Presi- 
dent of the Council should appoint continuous times of 
sitting between November and August. as in the other courts, 
and should make rules for the attendance of the judges. 
This was thought to be too large and invidious a power, but 
the matter could easily be arranged in committee, and it 
was hoped that, as the attendance of at least three out of the 
four members could be relied on, a quorum would be secured 
for the continuous hearing of appeals until the existin 
scandal of arrears had been remedied.—Lord Chelmsfo 
strongly objected to many parts of the scheme, which, though 
meant to be temporary, might be of some dtration. While 
the judges taken from Westminster-hall, with £3,500 pension 
and £1,500 salary, would receive £5,000 a-year, the judges 
from Bengal, with £2,000 pension and £1,500 salary, would 
only receive £3,500. As to the former he did not think any 
acting judge would be induced to transfer himself to the 
Judical Committee. Retired judges would probably be so 
advanced in years and infirm as not to be likely to be par- 
ticularly useful. So niggardly a mode of dealing with this 
question ought not to be encouraged, and he believed the 
House of Commons would readily consent to putting all 
those judges in a position of becoming permanence and 
dignity. They ought not to receive less than £6,000 a year, 
and instead of one ex-Indian judge as assessor at £400 a 
year there should be two at £1,000 a year. As to the con- 
tinued attendance of unpaid members, it was not likely that 
those would continue to attend when there were judges 
bound to attend and paid for doing so.—Lord Westbury 
would have preferred higher pay and more judges, but was 
content to accept the Bill as supplying an immediate want 
rather than to wait for the fulfilment of more magnificent 
expectations, The t pressure of Indian appeals would 
be thus remedied. He apprehended no difliculty in finding 
two Westminster Hall judges willing to accept the office. 
He feared that the press of Indian appeals would turn out to 
be permanent. There would be an be mye twelve 
months hence of showing what had m done, and 
provision would no douht be then made adequate 
to the exigency. He would advise the President 
of the Council to decline the proposed power of 
determining the members of whom the Judicial Committee 
should consist ; for, in case of ecclesiastical suits, he would 
be subjected to the grossest imputations. He hoped there 
would be no delay in sending the bill down to the other 
House.—Lord Romilly believed the bill would be beneficial 
in its results. It was essential, however, te the proper ad- 
ministration of the judicial system in India that the judicial 
power should be considerably increased there. He agreed 
with Lord Westbury that the President of the Council 
would ex himself to calumnious imputations if he un- 








dertook the selection of members of the Court, and he 
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tical cases, so as to put the operation of personal motives 
out of the question—The Lord Chancellor, in reply, ad- 
mitted that some better machinery for appellate jurisdic- | 
tion might be devised, but urged that the establishment of ; 
an expensive staff of judicial functionaries was inexpedient 
until there had been some experience, such as the Indian | 


would suggest that a rota should be adopted for ecclesias- | 
s] 
! 


appeals would furnish, of the difficulty to be encountered 
and of the best mode of dealing with it. He anticipated 
no difficulty in finding judges, and, though gratuitous ser- 
vices could no longer be permanently relied on, he hoped 
that the unpaid members of the Judicial Committee would 
continue to show their public spirit by attending as 
heretofore.—-The Marquis of Salisbury asked if the prin- 
ciple of a rota, which had been suggested by Lord 
Westbury, and had proved advantageous in other 
quarters, was likely to be adopted in the case of ecclesiastical 
business.—The Lord Chancellor said that in theory the 
President summoned the members, as in other than judicial 
matters, but he was practically in the habit of informing the 
Lord Chancellor of those whose attendance he supposed 
possible. There was no selection, all likely to attend being 
written to. In the last ecclesiastical case four or five members 
were written to by his own special desire, as he thought they 
might attend, but all of them declined except one able and 
excellent judge, who actually started, but was obliged by 
illness to return home. He had taken care that in all 
ecclesiastical suits a summons should be sent to every mem- 
ber of the committee.—The bill was read a second time. 

The Life Assurance Companies Act Amendment Bill was 
reported. 

The Metropolitan Building Act (1855) Amendment Bill 
passed through committee. 

The Treaty of Washington.—Lord Oranmore moved :— 
“ That an humble address be presented to her Majesty, 
conveying the deep regret felt by this House at her 
Majesty’s having been advised to sign a Treaty with the 
United States which is unbecoming the honour and dignity 
of this country.” He moved this resolution because, on 
the late occasion when the same subject was before the 
Honse, the resolution was so framed that it could not be 
adopted.— After some debate, in the course of which Lord 
Houghton, as a member of the Neutrality Commission, ex- 

his satisfaction with the Treaty, and stated his 
belief that nothing was to be apprehended from adding to 
the responsibilities of neutrals, the motion was negatived 
without a division. 
HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

June 24.—Sunday Trading. The Lord’s Day Act.—In 
answer to Mr, M. Henry, Mr. Bruce said the Act of Charles 
IL dealt with two classes of cases. One of them, which had 
become of special public interest lately, was the question of 
trade, and the other was the question of labour. ‘hat Act 
was undoubtedly in many respects inapplicable to the pre- 
sent time. It was simply impossible to enforce it, and it 
remained in the Statute-book simply in consequence of the 
good sense with which, on the whole, it had been applied. 
There was, he believed, a general desire that the Lord’s Day 
should be decently observed throughout the country, and he 
did not know that Parliament or the country was prepared 
to dispense altogether with legislation on this subject. The 
offences in question were not so much offences against indi- 
viduals as they were offences against decency and good 
order, and therefore he thought that some authority should 
be interposed between a common informer and a person who 
infringed the Act. Whether the Attorney-General was the 
proper person to interpose in these cases of summary juris- 
diction he greatly doubted. He would not resort to the in- 
teaposition of the Attorney-General until he was satisfied 
that there was no other plan of dealing with these cases. 
He had under consideration another course, which he 
thought would meet with the general acceptance of the 
House, and he need hardly say that at the present period of 
the session no measure was likely to pass that had not the 
general consent of the House. He hoped to be able in the 
course of a few days to satisfy himself whether the course 
which he was considering might be adopted. 

June 26.—The Parliamentary and Municipal Elections 
(Balt) Bill. — Adjourned debate on the order for com- 
mittee.—Mr. Henry James, admitting that the adoption of 
the Ballot would be a deep humiliation, had been forced to 
the conviction that it was impossible to dispense with the 





enactments proposed by the Bill. ‘The Ballot would destroy 
bribery, but if that was the only evil he would leave it to be 
dealt with by public opinion ; no election since the accession 
of the house of Hanover had been so free from bribery as that 
of 1868, there were now increased facilities for detection, 
and public opinion, which ever followed the law, would in 
the end destroy bribery. The second evil, treating, was but 
diluted bribery, and would, it might be hoped, pass away 
with bribery as soon asit had been defined by direct judicial 
decision. The third, a far more serious evil, was increasing 
rather than diminishing, and it was on account of this that 
he desired to see the bill pass. Undue influence did not 
come within the definition of the law; it did not become 
public, and could not be punished. Undue influence was 
never committed by an agent, and it was necessary to prove 
that it had been so committed before a member petitioned 
against could be unseated. A customer in passing the shop 
of his former tradesman committed no crime; nor did the 
employer of labour commit any crime in accompanying a 

candidate during his canvass. If men knew that there was 
atime coming when they might be dismissed from their 
employment, there was an influence over them, which was, 
like certain poisons, all the more deadly because it could not 
be traced. There was influence exercised by one individual 

alone over another which it was impossible to bring within 

any statutable enactment, because it was impossible alike to 
define, detect, and prove, and therefore impossible to punish 
it. What hope could be entertained that undue influence 
was likely to come to an end from natural causes? The ad- 
mission that bribery was diminishing must be accepted with 

this reservation, that as bribery diminished undue influence 

increased. The man who had received money was on that 
account the less concerned about dismissal, but, in the 
absence of a bribe, he was the easier prey to remote influ- 
ence. It was admitted by the opponents of the Ballot that 
the influence of wealth ought not to be exerted, but they 
said the Ballot would deprive intelligence and education of 
their influence, That influence was to produce conviction 
and right political judgment, but it was now defeated by 
corruption; whereas, if we had the Ballvut, no influence 
could come between the voter’s conviction and his vote, so 
that the Ballot would really assist those who wished to 

attain their object by conscientious convictions. In 1830 Mr. 

Disraeli had opposed the Ballot because it would destroy the 
influence of property. It had been said that if territorial in- 
ence was, by means of the Ballot, removed in Ireland, many 
of the future Irish members would be Nationalists. But 

however that might be, it was right that the Irish members 

should be the real representatives of the Irish people. As 
to scrutiny, he contended that under the most secret sys- 
tem of Ballot a scrutiny could be had, provided a vote were 

to be struck off the number given in favour of the candidate 
for every voter proved to have been bribed by him. It 
must not be forgotten that a scrutiny was a most expensive 

proceeding, and enabled a wealthy candidate to oppressa poorer 
one ; but it was also of rare occurrence only about ten members 
having obtained their seats during the last fourteen years by 

having recourse to such a proceeding. ‘The plan of striking 
a vote from the number given in favour of a candidate 

for every voter he was proved to have bribed, was the one 
that the Government had adopted in clause 22 of their Bill 
from the amendment paper of last year. As an illustration 

of the working of scrutinies under the existing system he 
referred to the last election for Taunton. In that case a 
petition for a scrutiny was presented, and proof of bribery 
having been given, the votes of those who had been bribed 
were struck off ; and he (Mr. James) was substituted for the 
member petitioned inst. Exactly the same process 
would be applied under the Ballot system. With respect to 
the objection that there could not be a scrutiny as to those 

votes that had been recorded by persons who had not a suffi- 

cient qualification, he had proposed the simple remedy of 

making the register conclusive for twelve months. Under 
the present system a man might have to wait two years and 
five months before he acquired a vote, and if he retained that 
vote for a few months after ceasing to be an occupant no 
wrong would be done, for he could not at that time acquire 
the right to vote elsewhere. An objection of greater torce 

was that greater inducements would be offered to persona- 
tion, but he contended that bribery and personation were 
always found together, and if personation was made 
felony, and a man might be arrested by « policeman 
without a warrant, the knowledge of that would act 
a3 a deterrent, and for a small sum no man would 
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gun the risk of detection and heavy punishment.— 
Mr. Hardy gave a sketch of the Parliamentary history of 
the Ballot proposal. As nonew arguments had been 
adduced, what, he asked, had brought about the present 


-singular party cohesion in favour of the Ballot. Why was 


the nation to undergo this great and humiliating change ? 
Mr. James had not spoken of one point much put forward 
‘by others—viz., that the Ballot would secure peace and 


-order at elections. Doubtless much might be done to secure 


greater pa and order on the day of election. The publi- 
the state of the poll was calculated to create dis- 

order, and it was desirable it should not be published. He 
would further advocate a means by which they would ascer- 
tain more rg the opinions of the whole constituency of the 
country than by any other that you could adopt, and which 
would also be just as effectual in promoting peace and order 
—namely, the system of voting papers. It might be said 
‘taat pressure could be used under that system, but that was 
a question of time and opportunity, and if the voting papers 
were issued as they ought to be, objections would be obviated 
and peace and order preserved. Getting rid of nominations, 
though a doubtful matter, would at least conduce in some 
degree to peace and order. But Mr. James proposed the 
Ballot for the repression of certain kinds of undue influence. 
Mr. Hardy then argued at considerable length that the 
principle of secret voting was degrading, and would degrade 
the electors. He characterised the proposal as a proposal to 
substitute a legislative evil for a sin by an individual against 
the law. Then, too, the voting would still leak out, and 
those who had it in their power to use undue influence would 
still use it; in Ireland especially. The Ballot had not 
worked well in America or the colonies, and it would facili- 
tate personation. This measure would not, if passed, confer 
any advantage upon the public generally, but would simply 
act as a cloak to the mean, the cowardly, and the dishonest 
among the electoral body, because unless a man is consistent 
in his lying the Ballot can be of no use to him.—The Mar- 
quis of Hartington could not see that the Ballot would create 
or foster meanness or dishonesty, because men would, leave 
off asking questions to which they know they can get no 
certain answer. With the Ballot in operation there is no 
jJonger such a thing as inquiring how a voter has voted ; 
there is no longer such a thing, even, as assuming that he 
has voted in a particular sense.” The idea of exacting a vote 
or punishing a voter in any wav for exercising the franchise 
never enters into the head of any man. And the consequence 
is that ultimately voting becomes almost as open under the 
secret system as it was before. He did not concede that the 
Ballot would be an evil, but he admitted that though we 
should gain a great deal more than we should lose by its 
adoption, still there were certain advantages which we should 
have to relinquish. For instance, there would be so much 
uncertainty as to a candidate cr an agent obtaining any con- 
sideration for the money paid that ‘few men would be 
found to risk their money for so doubtful a result. This 
would be a very great gain. On the other hand, there was 
the only thing that we should lose—the facilities given by 
the oo of the votes to a petitioner for putting his 
hand upon cases where bribery has been committed. Ifa voter 
has voted in a manner contrary to that which was expected or 
promised, no doubt this may put the petitioner upon the scent. 
That was not the way in which bribery was usually detected. 
Personation would succumb to the penalties on it, and 
moreover under the Ballot you weaken the inducements to 
personate, because, although the bribe may be given and 
‘taken as before, the candidate or the agent can never know 
with certainty that the vote has been given in the sense that 
is desired. Nor would the Ballot encourage bribery and per- 
sonation by making them impossible todetect. You must trace 
the money from the agent to the voter ; or, in a case of per- 
“sonation, you must prove that a certain person, A.B., voted 
for and represented another person, C.D. These things would 
be as capable of proof under the Ballot as under the present 
stem ; for it was no part necessarily of the offence that 
the briber or the personator should have voted for any 
particular candidate. Then as to intimidation, without 
going into details, for all the ordinary and coarser forms of 
intimidation—such as intimidation of tenants by landlords, 
of tradesmen by customers, or of workmen by Trades’ Unions 
—the Ballot would be a complete cure. Against all these 
undonbted gains it was said that we should lose the salutary 
effect of public opinion upon the mind of the voter. But 
what did that mean? No doubt perhaps at present a voter 
who and whose family had always voted in the same way 








would not like to vote differently, because he would be sup- 
to have turned his coat, and it was very pcssible that 
under the Ballot, instead of continuing to vote as he and 
his family had always done before, the voter might vote for 
the candidate he personally perferred; that would not be a 
very great loss. A corrupt voter voted now for some corrupt 
motive, and under the Ballot he would probably continue 
to do the same. What the honest voter thought was, who 
would best represent his political opinions, and who would 
make, in his opinion, the best member for the county or the 
borough. As to Ireland—if the adoption of the Ballot should 
lead to the return of sixty, seventy, or eighty Nationalists, 
then he could only say, although he might deplore it, by all 
means let them come. If they came they would find how 
strong, how unalterable, was the determination of the people 
of this country to maintain th integrity of the Empire. At 
the same time, they would find, if their minds were not 
wilfully prejudiced, that the people of this country were 
willing to do Ireland justice, if not more than justice. Not 
even Nationalists would permanently resist an influence of 
that description.— Mr. Beresford Hope 6pposed the bill stre- 
nuously. He believed that if it passed we should be laying 
up for ourselves another Act like the Ecclesiastical Titles 
Act, to be hereafter regarded as a most unfortunate 
piece of legislation. It would do no good, would not save 
weak voters from intimidation ; in America the Ballot nad 
worked badly, and in Australia it had not been properly 
tested.— Mr. M‘Clure supported the bill as protecting elec- 
tors who dared not vote openly according to their con- 
sciences.—Mr. Liddell opposed the bill. He criticised the 
experience of Australia as by no means in favour of the 
scheme. He did not see why the votes should be shrouded 
in secresy : a public duty and act should involve public 
responsibility. ‘The Committee had said the Ballot would 
lead to the adoption of hypocrisy and deveption ; it would 
do little to restrict treating ; it would increase bribery by 
rendering its detection more diffcuit; it would be wholly 
inoperative to prevent spiritual intimidation, and it 
would facilitate personation. He would add nothing 
more to the bill of indictment—Mr. Platt, as a 
large employer of labour, said the intimidation at 
elections did not proceed entirely from the landowners 
and manufacturers, but in a large degree from the turbulent 
and riotous minority of the working classes, who compelled 
the small tradesmen and beersellers to put up the names of 
certain candidates in their windows in order to avoid being 
subjected to violence. If the principle of the Ballot were 
adopted intimidation of all kinds would be put an end to, 
and if it could be extended to strikes the men would be the 
more ready to submit the question in dispute to arbitration 
than they were at present. By open voting workmen who 
might happen to be engaged in a trade dispute would be 
likely to be overpowered by the more turbulent of their own 
class, and to support opinions to which they were opposed, but 
under the Ballot the better class of operatives would rather 
ally themselves with their employers.—Mr. J. Hardy asked 
hon.membersto pause before they confessed to the world that 
the electors of their country could not be trusted to vote 
openly.—Mr. R. Torrens stated the result of his Australian 
experience to be thatthe Ballot in South Australia had stopped 
rioting at elections, bribery, and intimidation; he argued 
that there was a clear analogy between that colony and the 
mother country. But if the Ballot were iutroduced, it must 
be done in its integrity, and he strongly urged upon the 
Government the necessity of providing that the voting shall 
be absolutely secret, but at the same time, as a 
against personation, to arrange that the fact of a person 
having come to vote should be made as public as possible. 
If this were done, and the crime of personation were amply 
punished, there would be no doubt the result would be a 
change for the better. This bill was an improvement upon 
last year’s.—Dr. Ball argued against the bill. The only 
new points in connexion with the subject were, in the first 
place, the additional information that had been obtained 
from the experience of the Australian colonies, and in the 
second, the question of how far the alteration which had 
been made in political arrangements by the extension of the 
suffrage had operated to create the necessity for a change in 
the conduct to be pursued by Parliament in reference to this 
measure. With regard to the first of these questions, the 
evidence proved the Ballot to have worked successfully in 
Australia, but the experience of that ag A was not suffi- 
cient to necessitate or justify a change in the policy which 
had been pursued at home. In the colonies the Legislature 
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had not to consider and decide upon questions of intense 
and vital interest to the people, and the relations of the 
different classes of society to each other in Australia were 
widely different from those of the different classes in the 
United Kingdom. In Australia, instead of there being 
owners and occupiers, every man nearly was an owner of 
landed property, and instead of there being employers and 
employes the difficulty was to induce persons to accept em- 
ployment from others. It seemed to be universally admitted 
that in the abstract « system of open voting was preferable. 
He believed that the introduction of secret voting in the 
present day was totally unsuited to the period which had been 
reached in the history of this country, but he did not say that 
in every country and under every circumstance, secret voting 
was to be opposed. The Ballot would not guard against 
bribery ; it would only change its character. He referred 
at length to the experience of Rome, citing Gibbon and 
Cicero. Mr. James had taken his stand on the intimidation 
point; but there was no evidence of much intimidation. 
There was a certain amount of bribery and always would 
be. He contended that the franchise was a power, and he 
was not aware of any power of any created intelligence 
that was not accompanied with the duty and responsibility 
of exercising it. That was a matter which the advocates of 
the Ballot overlooked. They were occupied only in remov- 
ing external obstrustions to the right use of that power. 
We ought to maintain every assistance which could be 
derived from the influence of public opiaion upon the 
exercise of public duties, instead of leaving ourselves with- 
out any protection or guide in the face of an advancing 
democracy.—Mr. Maguire supported the bill. He re- 
minded the House that the Ballot had worked well in 
Belgium.— Debate adjourned. 

The Sequestration Bill passed through committee. 

The Salz of Liquor on Sunday Bill was, on the order for 
committee, thrown out, by 69 to 51. 


Private Bill Legislation.—Mr. Pim moved for a select” 


committee ‘‘ to inquire into the operaticn of the present 


system of legislation as regards local and personal bills, and ' 


to consider whether means may not be devised for the im- 
provement of such legislation.” The present arrangements 


inconvenienced people in Ireland more than those in Eng- 
land, on account of the distance. He desired to have a local 


tribunal, whose decisions, he believed, would be respected 
and seldom impugned by the House, even though it might 
have the power of setting them aside—Mr. Dodson ad- 
mitted that the present system had deficiencies. A private 
bill committee of that House was an expensive, a slow, and 
to a certain extent, owing to its composition, an uneertain 
tribunal, while to the public outside it often had the appear- 
ance of being more cupricious in its decisions than it was in 
reality. Indeed, a private bill committee was somewhat in 
the position of a jury without a judge to guide them. On 
the other hand, these tribunals had great virtues and valu- 
able qualifications, which in some respects rendered them 
singularly suitable for the peculiar kind of questions they 
had to deal with. The questions they had to decide were not 
strictly legal ones, as they frequently had to consider ques- 
tions of policy, and to ascertain the balance between private 
disadvantages and the public good. Again, such committees 
were notonly strictly impartial, but were universally admitted 
to be so. They were in great measure guided by the public 
opinion of the time in regard to the questions brought 
under their notice. In the case of railways, for example, 
public opinion had undergons a complete change during the 
last twenty-five or thirty years. Now, if questions relat- 
ing to railways had been tried by a fixed and permanent 
legal tribanal, one of two things must have happened ; 
sither it would have adhered to settled rules and prece- 
dents, which would have become opposed to the wants or 
feclings of the people in less than ten years, or else it would 
have been characterised a8 a capricious tribunal. He felt 
disposed to remit, as far as possible, the trial of all the 
emaller kinds of cases, which did not much on public 
opinion, to a tribunal outside the House. This had been 
done t+ 4 certain extent by the further extension of the 
sytem of provisional orders. Little good, he thought, 
would be efiected by the appointment of a select commit- 
tee to consider generally the subject of private bill legisla- 
tion. In the last cighteen or twenty years there had been 
no fewer than sixteen commitiess of the Howse which had 
investigated the subject, but moet of the changes intro- 
duced during that period were due, not to the re- 
cmamentations of those committe, but to some par- 








ticular case having shown the ity of a chang 
Something might be done by means of Standing Orders and 
and an Act of Parliament to meet the case of Ireland. The 
Ohief Secretary for Ireland had now before the House a bill 
on the subject of local government in that country which 
would in some respects meet the objections urged; and would 
enable the making of provisional orders in cases where it was 
now necessary to apply to Parliament. Something further 
might be doneto enable Irish promoters to obtain provisional 
orders by application either to the Lord Lieutenant in Council, 
or to the Chief Secretary in the case of railways and gas or 
water works, and such a course was not adopted without 
precedent. But, in order to do that, it would be requisite 
to pass a short Act, and not merely to have the report of a 
committee. A joint committee of the Lords and Commons 
had been appointed in the present Parliament to consider 
this subject, and they had reported in August, 1869, but, as 
their report had never yet been considered by the House, it 
would be premature at present to appoint another com- 
mittee.—The House was counted out, 

The Registration of Deeds, Wills, §c., Middlesex, Biill,— 
Order for committee —Mr. G. Gregory, who had introduced 
the Bill, moved that the order be discharged, the Attorney- 
General having on the second reading obtained from him a 
pledge that he would not proceed further with it this 
session, on the understanding that a Government measure 
on that and the other subject should be introduced early, 
next session. He withdrew his Bill with extreme reluctance, 
It was not satisfactory to have a measure of this sort de- 
layed by a promise that it should be dealt with next 
session.—Mr. Leeman observed that if the Government 
had brought in a bill this session there would have been no 
chance of passing it.—Mr. Cubitt regretted Mr. Gregory kad 
consented to withdraw his Bill. In connection with this 
office there were three sinecures. The Lord Chief Justice 
of the Queen’s Bench, acting in accordance with the feeling 
of the House, had abstained from filling up a valaable 
sinecure in his gift, but the public had not obtained the 
benefit. The fees were now divided between the Consoli- 
dated, Fund and two gentlemen to whum this windfall 
brought an income amounting to £700 each. He hoped 
the Government would give a pledge that when this office 
was abolished they wouid not make any claim for compen- 
sation to those gentlemen on account of this windfall, The 
order was discharged, and the Bill withdrawn. 

The Railway Companies Bill.—Sir H. Selwin-Ibbetson 
said that since the discussion on the Bill, —_ 
railway companies, influenced by public opinion, h 
adopted two important improvements—namely, the block 
system and the interlocking of signals and pointe, 
The President of the Board of Trade had also fulfilled the 
pledge which he had given in the course of the discussion, 
and though the Bill of the right hon, gentleman did uot go 
quite the length that he could wish, still it would give an 
important additional security to the public in railway 
travelling. Under the circumstances, he asked leave to 
withdraw the Bill—_Mr. Leeman said that while the com- 
panies considered that the Government Bill would impose 
on them many onerous obligations, they were, in deference 
to public feeling, content with the measure, and, therefore, 
no opposition would be offered on their part to the second 
reading, nor any amendments proposed to the Bill as it 
stood. The Bill was then withdrawn. 

The Parish Churches Biil was withdrawn, alter Mr. West 
had moved the second ing. 

The Burials Bill. —Adjourned committee.—Some amend- 
ments were agreed to, providing that two days notice of 
each dissenter’s interment should be given to the incum- 
bent, stating also by whom the service was to be per- 
formed, A considerable discussion then took place upon 
the terms of a description of such person, and eventually 
progress was reported, 

The Sequestration Bill was read a third time and passed, 





June 29.—The Parliamentary ond Municipal Elections 
(Ballot) Bill.—The adjourned debate on the order for com- 
mittee was resumed.—Mr, Bentinck disliked secret voting, 
but would have accepted the bill had it not, by not providing 
for 4 scratiny, facilitated “semeyatoem and rendered bribery 
undetectable—Mr. B,. Osborne supported the bill as a pro- 
tection against mob tyranny.—Sir M. H, Beach commented 
on the absence of the powers of scrutiny,—Sir OC, Dilke 
thought this an imaginary danger.—Sir F. Hi eygate thought 
secrecy impossible-—Mr Graves said the bill was not 
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needed.—Sir Stafford Northcote said the Ballot would only 

change the forms of bribery and intimidation ; hut if the 

House should decide to go into committee, he pre-sed the ne- 
cessity of a scrutiny.—Mr. Disraeli reminded the House that 
the Long Parliament had condemned the Bullot ; he argued 
that it was not called for by any exigency, and characterised 
it as opposed to the political conscience of the country, and 

as un old-fashioned device, which being behind the times 
could only end in discomfiture. He also insisted on the 
danger from personation.—After a motion for adjournment 
by Lord C. Hamilton, proposed as a protest against the 
premature closing of the debate, had been negatived by 340 
to218; the House divided on the main question, and, by 
324 to 218, decided on going into committee on the bill. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. C. A. HOGGINS, Q.C. | 

Mr. Christopher Argyle Hoggins, Q.C., expired on the | 
19th of June, after a short illness, at the age cf seventy- | 
eight years. He was called to the bar at the Middle | 
Temple on the 12th of February, 1830, and practised for 
many years on the Northern Circuit ; he became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1850, and was a bencher of the Middle Temple. 








MR. J. J. SCOTT. 

Mr. James John Scott, barrister-at-law, died at Brighton 
on the 19th June, in the fifty-second year uf his age. Mr. 
Scott was called to the bar at the Middle Temple on the 
5th of November, 1841. 





MR. J. S. LEIGH. 
Mr. John Shaw Leigh, of Luton Hoo, Bedfordshire 


(formerly a solicitor of Liverpool), died at his London | 
| 


residence, in Piccadilly, on the 15th of June, having 
nearly attained his eightieth year. He was the eldest son 
of the late John Leigh, Esq, a Liverpool solicitor (who died 
in 1823), by Elizabeth, daughter of Richard Gerard, Esq. 
He was born in 1791, and received his early education at 
Rugby School. On the death of his father he succeeded to 
his professional practice at Liverpool. He was for a long 


time in partnership with Mr. George Whitley, and for | 


some time also with Mr. W. Eaton. On the passing of the 
Municipal Reform Act, in 1835, he was returned by the 
West Derby Ward as its representative in the Town Council 
of Liverpool. He was elected Mayor of Liverpool 
in 1841, and in 1844, up to which time he retained 
his seat in the Council, he was chosen an alder- 
man of the borough, which position he occupied 
till his retirement from public life at Liverpool in 1848. A 
short time previously he had purchased the Luton Hoo 
estate in Bedfordshire, where he settled soon after his re- 


tirement, and was appointed a magistrate for the counties | 
of Herts and Beds, and for the liberty of St. Albans. In | 


1856 he served the office of High Sheriff of Bedfordshire. 


Mr. Leigh took a great interest in the prosperity of the | 


Liverpool Collegiate Institution, where he founded a 
scholarship which bears his name. He also contributed 


liberally to the funds of the Bluecoat Hospital and other 


public institutions at Liverpool. He was the owner of 
valuable landed property at Liverpool. He married, in 
1818, Hannah, daughter of Henry B. Hollinshead, Esq., 
of Deysbrook, Lancashire, by which lady (who died in 
1847) he had two sons and two daughters. His eldest 
son, who succeeds to the Bedfordshire estates,-is Mr. John 
Gerard Leigh, master of the Bedfordshire hounds, His 
remains were interred on the 21st of June, in the parish of 
Walton-on-the-Hill, near Liverpool, of which living he was 
the patron, and of which his brother, the Rev. Richard 
Leigh, is the present rector. 


MR. W. P. YEARSLEY. 


Mr. William Pryco Yearsley, solicitor, of Welchpool, 
Montgomeryshire, died at that place on the 24th of June, 
at the age of forty-five years. He was the son of the late 
Mr, William Yearaley, also a solicitor of Welchpool, with 
whom he was in partnership for somo years atter taking out 
his certificate, in 1855, He enjoyed an extensive practice at 
Welchpool, where he was a member of the Town Council, 
and served the office of mayor of that borough. 


MR. J. W. NICHOLSON. 
Mr. John Wilson Nicholson, solicitor, of Lime.street, 
City, died at his residence in South Kensington on the 21st 
of June, at the age of fifty-six years. Mr. Nicholson was 
certificated in 1838, and carried on the business of a Scotch 
agent. He was a Commissioner to administer oaths in 
Chancery and in the Common Law Courts; he was alsoa 
member of the Incorporated Law Society. 








THE SHERIFFS’ DINNER TO THE JUDGES. 

On Wednesday evening. the Sheriffs of London and 
Middlesex (Mr. Alderman Owden and Mr. Robert Jones), 
according to custom, entertained Her Majesty's Judges, a 
select number of the Bar, and many other persons of con- 
sideration at dinner atthe Londou Tavern. The Judgeson 
this occasion were represented by Lord Justice Mellish, 
Mr. Justice Lush, Vice-Chancellor Malins, Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon, and Mr. Justice Hannen, The Queen's Advocate- 
General (Sir Travers Twiss), Admiral Sir Alexander Milne, 
Mr. Alderman Sidney, Sir Thomas Henry, Sir William 
Bodkin, Mr. Locke, Q.C. and M.P., and Mr. Huddleston , 
Q.C. were algo present. The Common Serjeant, M.P., Mr. 
Alderman Cotton, and the Chairman of the Metropolitan 
Board of Works occupied seats on the right and left of the 
Sheriffs. After dinner, grace having been sung and the 
usual loyal and constitutional toasts duly honoured, Mr. 
Sheriff Owden, in complimentary terms, proposed as the 
toast of the evening, ‘‘ Her Majesty's Judges.”’ Lord Justice 
Mellish, whose name had been coupled with the toast, 
said there was a time when the Court of Chancery was a 
byword, though in the long run men came to be generally 


| satisfied with the justice itadministered, but he thought that 
| time had in a great measure passed way. During the short 


period in which he had been concerned -in administering 
-justice there, he thought it was nearly as speedy and not 
so very much more expensive than that department of 
justice with which for nearly 30 years of his life he was 
previously identified. One thing he had observed, and 


| that was that the Sheriffs of London had not been men- 


tioned before him since he had had the honour of holding 
a@ seat in the Court of Chancery, and he congratulated 
them, On the other hand, during the long period in which 
he practised at common law, he had observed that the 
Sheriffs of London were among the great patrons of the 
Common Law Coarts. [t was a most anomalous thing that 
while the Sheriffs were placed in a position of great honour, 
they were often called to suffer for the sins of others. There 
was a time when people settled their quarrels by buth 
having “a shot at the sheriffs," as the phrase went. He 
had not heard thatthe Court of Equity dealt less fairly 
| with the Sheriffs than with any other of Her Majesty's 
subjects, and therefore he thought the Kquity Judges might 
attend the entertainment of the Sheriffs with clearer con- 
| sciences than any of the Judges. Mr. Justice Lush briefly 
| replied to the toast on behalf of the Cc Law Judges. 
Sir Travers Twiss, in responding to the toast of ‘‘ The Bar,” 
which was given from the chair, said it was a peculiarity 
' of the institutions of this country that the career of the Bar 
| and the Judges was one and the same, whereas in other 
countries the profession of an advocate and that of a 
magistrate was distinct, and it was from that circumstance 
| that the administration of justice in this country had come 
| to be as nearly perfect as it well could be, 








Messrs. Francis Wyatt Truscott, and Richard Young, 
| have been elected sheriffs of London for the ensuing year. 

One Linnehan, in California, about a year ago, was con- 
victed of a felony, and sentenced for a term of years to the 
state prison. His counsel afterwards argued the case on 
appeal before the Supreme Court. The remittitur came 
down to the County Court last Saturday, directing the 
discharge of the prisoner, who was brought from the state 
prison on Monday last, and set free accordingly. The 
Supreme Court decided that the man had been wrongfully 
convicted, etc. Meanwhile the wife of Linnehan sued in 
the Seventh District Court of Sonoma county for a divorce, 
alleging the conviction of the defendant for felony. The 
divorce was granted, and the common property set aside to 
the wife, who thereupon marries, he bg now is, 
“Whose wife is she?” What relations do parties held 
to each other ?—Pucifc Lee, Rep. 
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LIABILITIES OF RAILWAY COMPANIES— 
“ FREE PASSENGERS.” 

The liability of a railroad company for injuries occasioned 
to “ free passengers,” so called, receives consideration in Cleve- 
land, Painesville and Ashtabula Railroad Co. v.Curran, reported 
19 Ohio Rep. 1, which is in conflict with the New York case 
of Bissell vy. New York Central Railroad Co., 25 N. Y. 442 
In making a contract for the transportation of live stock at 
a specified rate, the railroad company delivered to the party 
contracting what is known as a ‘‘ drover’s pass,” entitling 
him to go with his stock, and to return on a passenger train. 
No additional payment was made for this pass. In the 
transportation contract the holder of the ticket was referred 
to as ‘* riding free to take charge of the stock.” On the pass 
was an endorsement that it was a “free ticket,” and that the 
holder assumed all risk of accident, and agreed that the 
company should not be liable, under any circumstances, 
whether of negligence by the company’s agents or otherwise, 
for any injury to his person or property, and that he would 
not consider the company as common carriers, or liable as 
such. It was held, that the company was responsible for 
personal injuries received by him, through the negligence of 
its agents, as in the case of an ordinary paying passenger. 

The Court appears to have considered that this pass and 
agreement for transporting the stock, taken together, made 
the holder, in fact, not a free, but a paying passenger ; one 
single consideration sufficing for both. Yet the decision 
tends to support the prirciple, that all such contracts, 
exempting a common carrier from liability for negligence 
oceasioning personal injuries, are void, as against the policy 
of the law. A recent Pennsylvania case, Pennsylvania Rail- | 
road Co, v. Henderson, 51 Penn. St. 315, was to this effect : | 
a ‘*drover’s pass ’’ having been issued to the person in charge 
of stock, where the freight on the stock was clearly the 





same, whether any person went with it or not. We have, 


then, two States—Pennsylvania and Ohio—which have ex- | 5 
pressly repudiated the New York decision of Bissell y. New ; Stoc 
period. The | 3 


York Central Railroad Co. within a very recent 


New York and Ohio cases present a state of facts quite 
similar. 
Bat in the New York case the railroad company was held ; 


not to be liable, on the ground that a common carrier, in | 
consideration of an abatement of the fare, in whole or in | 
part, may lawfully contract that the passenger shall take the | 
risk of damage from the negligence of agents and servants ! 
for which the carrier would otherwise be liable. The Ohio | 
court touches this new doctrine cautiously ; yet observes. 

well that *‘if public carriers, in conducting their business, | 
can graduate their charges so as to discharge themselves , 
from such liability, the direct effect will be to encourage | 
negligence, by diminishing the motives for diligence.”— 

U. S. Jurist. | 








AN ODD JUDGMENT. 
The Chicago Legal News gives us an oddity—the follow- | 
ing singular judgment delivered by Petit, C.J., of the 
Supreme Court of Illinois:—This record is another blunder- | 
ing and worthless one from Wayne county, in comparison 
with which the darkness of Erebus and Egypt were | 
brilliant lights, and the chaos that existed before the crea- 
tion was perfect order. We are, however, able to learn 
from it that the appellant bi t suit inst the 
= to recover on a note given in said county. 
re is only one paragraph of the complaint, which 
at different times and places is ‘*the com- 
plaint,” ‘‘the second oe ag oy of the complaint,” ‘‘an 
amended complaint.” hich it is we do not ee but we 
hold it to be a sufficient complaint, and that it shows a 
cause of action in such a case. It is, in all the 
essentials, like the one in Whitman, Receiver, §c., v. Hall, 
at this term. To this, the record shows that a demurrer 
was filed, but for what cause, or what was done with it is 
not shown; another demurrer the record shows was filed, 
bat for what cause or what was done it does not a I; 
and a third one was filed because the complaint did not 
state facts sufficient, &., which was overruled; and since 
the defendant had got his hand in, and had become an ade 
in the art of demurring, he filed still a fourth one, for t 
same canse, which was sustained; and this ruling was ex- 
copted to, and is assi for error in this court. Perha 
the Court thought that sustaining the demurrer of the 
appellee once, out of four times that it was filed, might be° 





merited for his pertinacious adherence to that form or 
branch of pleading, but it was error in law to doso. The 
judgment is reversed at the cost of the appellee, with in- 
structions to the Court to sustain all the demurrers to the 
complaint, and for further proceedings. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quoratron, Jase 30, 1871. 

From the Official List of the attual business transacted. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 924 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, July 5, 923 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent Reduced 92} &x Bills, 21000, — per Ct.3 p 
New 3 per Cent., 92} Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm 
Do. 33 perCent., Jan. "94 Ditto, 2100 & £200,— 5p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct, (last half-year) 236 
Annuities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


| Railways. 





Stook! Bristol and Exeter 

Stock, Caledonian 

Stock! Glasgow and South-Western .,.,., 

Stock! Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 

Stock} Do., Hast Anglian Stock, No.2 

Great NOrthern ..c.ccccocsoseseeeseeseeens 
B0.g MB SEOCKE oj ccs scosnnsnc es ccccnncensosace 

Great Sonthern and Western of [Ireland 

Great Western—Original ......ccccceseesveoes 

Lancashire and Yorkshire 

| London, Brighton, and South Coast 

; London,Chatham, and Dover 

Loadon and North-Western 

London and South-Western 

Mauchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 

Metropolitan. 

F REAR IIIN  cvscccnbenescnseceen be cetsne ese 

| Do., Birmingham and Verby 

NOrth British  ....cccccccessesserco sees 

North London 

North Staffordshire. 

South Devon 


























: © A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


Money Markt AND City INTELLIG NOR. 

Transactions are still somewhat limited, but the belief 
that an increased supply of money is rapidly approaching is 
causing prices to harden and advance; this movement has 
been stimulated by the great confidence with which the 
French Loan has been taken up. The Home, Railway, and 
Foreign markets are on the move upward. The Bank 
Bullion retarn published this day (Thursday), gives 


| upwards of two millions in excess of the highest sum ever 


reached before. 








Mr. Edwin Shury Morris, solicitor, of Shrewsbury, while 
out riding on the 12th of June, was thrown from his 


horse and killed. 
Mr. T. Ald managing clerk to Mr. H. Pilkington, 


erson, 
Town Clerk of St. Helens, has been accidentally poisoned: 

by taking a dose of carbolic acid in mistake for oleh. 
The Albany Law Journal is much exercised by a notice of 
Vice-Chancellor Wickens’ appointment, which it has cut from 
the pages of an English journal, and in which Mr. Wickens 
was mentioned as having filled the office of attorney general’s 
“equity devil” The Albany Law Journal says :—“ As we 
Se male bape this side of the ocean to the use of 
the ish language in its purity, we shall excite no 
surprise in the mind of our contemporary, by confessing that 
we don’t half understand the diabolic allusion in the above 
announcement. We are a little in doubt, too, whether the 
entleman’s name is not mi =, and whether for 
Vickens we should not read Wicked. We can see why a 
long employment as ‘ devil’ should eminently fit a man for 
‘ vice,’ but we can’t so well see the iety of the phrase 
‘devil in equity,’ having been educated to connect his 
satanic ig aap A more generally with iniquity. But we 
suppose it is all right, and meantime let us hope that the 
new vice-chancellor will not find his tail in the way of his 
say ry sittings. If he should suffer any inconvenience 
that member, perhaps Mr Darwin can help him to got 

rid of it on his theory of evolution.”’ 
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ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART, 
June 21.—By Mr. G. C. Epwarps. 
Folkestone, No. 16, Cherington-pl. freehold, let at £35. Sold 
430. 


£4 
No. 16, adjoining. £420. 
No. 17, let at £35. Sold £430. 
A plot of freehold land in rear of above, 42ft. by 54ft. Sold 


115. 





AT GARRAWAY’S COFFEE HOUSE. 
By Messrs. WEATHERALL & GREEN. 
Bethnal-green.—No. 12 UP r Summerford-street, term 34 
years, net rental £17. Sold £75. 
Ste og 2, Arbour-street, term 17 years, net rental £20. 


No. 3, adjoining. Sold £180 

Whitechapel. —Nos. 36, 37 and 38, Charlotte-street, term 15 
years, net rental £45. Sold £326 

A copyhold gro a rent of £4 4s. per annum, secured on two 
houses in Stepney. Sold £50 

Old Ford. at e-road, a plot of freehold building land, 34ft. 
by 69ft. Sold £80. 

By Messrs. C. Stuart BARKER & Son. 

Camberwell, No. 4, Brunswick-terrace, term 95 years, net 
rental £25 7s. Sold £345. 

No. 7, ditto, same term, net Tental £30 17s. Sold £350. 

No. 8, adjoining, same term, net rental £2310s. Sold £360. 

Old Kent-road, Nos. 7, 9, and 11, St. Thomas’s-road, term 74 
years, net rental £84. Sold 

Nos. 18, 15, and 17, ditto, same term, net rental £77. Sold £670. 

Nos. 19 "and 20, ditto, same term, net rental £50. Sold £460. 

Nos. 384 and 36n, Albany-road, term 74 years, net rental £54. 
Sold £550. 

Walworth.—69, 71, and Na Elsted-street, term 40 years, net 
rental £55. "Sold £45 

No. 48, Dean’s- thildings, term 13 years. net rental £19 8s. 


Sold £75. 
Nos. 61 and 63, Camden-street, freehold, let at £49 8s. Sold 


£490. 
Nos. 65, 67, and 69, ditto, freehold, let at £68 18s. Sold £735. 
Bermondsey.— Nos. 13 to 16, St. George’s-terrace, term 57 
years, net rental £114 6s. Sold £8065. 


Sanderson’s Patents Association (Limited).—Vice Chancellor Malins has 

fixed June 29 at 12, at his chambers, for the appoinument of an official 

liquidator. 

TuxspaY, Jane 27, 1871. 

LimitTep tn CHANCERY. 

London and Saburban Bank (Limited).—Petition for winding .» bee 

sented June 27, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Wickens 

on July 7. Pulbrook, Threadneedle-st. 

Titanic Stecl and Iron ‘Company (Limited).—Petition for windieg up, 

presented June 24, directed to be heard before Vice Chancel!or Wickens 

on Friday, Jaly 7. Waterhouse & Winterbotham, Carey-at, Linoola’s 
inn, solicitors for the petitioner. 
STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
Farivar, June 23, 187i. 

Repeny Tin and Copper Mining Company (Limited).—The Vice Warder 
has, by an order dated June 19, ordered that the above company 
should be wound up by the court. Hodge & Co, Truro. 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Faipay, June 23, 1871. 
Lord Harley Lodge, New Inn, Brilley, Herefordshire. June 22. 
Toespar, June 27, 1871. 
Crown Inn, Wheatley, Oxon. June 26, 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
FrrparY June, 23, 1871. 
Brydges, John Geo Wm, Wootion-ct, Kent, Esq. July 21. Peacocke 
Barton, V.C. Malins. Bowker & Co, Bedford-row 
Coulson, Geo, Marlborough-rd, Peckham, Gent. July 12. Coulson o 
Tyrrel!, VC. Wickens. Hall, Lincoln’s-inn- fields 
Fisher, Jas, Cheltenham, Gioucester, Gent. J aly 18. Owenv Symonds, 
M.R. Partington & Allen, Manch 

Grove, Mary Benson, Bristol, Widow. Jnly 24. Grove wv Grove, V.C. 
Bacon. Wasbrough, Bristol 

Harrison, Saml, Sheffield, Printer. July 25. Harrison » Harrison, V.C. 
Wickens 

Hepple, Edmund, Accrington, Lancashire. July 15. Green » Hepple, 
V.C. Bacon. Handsley, Burnley 

Lake, St. Vincent David, Chatham, Kent, Lieut H.M’s Navy. July 21. 
Lake v Lake, V.C. Bacon. Debenbam, Salters Hal!-ct, Cannon-st 

Morris, John, Manch, Attorney-at-law. July 16. Re Morris, Registrar, 


Lpool 

Tapscott, Robt, Prescott, Devon, Gent. July 17. Tapscott e Tapscott, 
MR. Rogers, Exeter 

Toms, Wm Tucker, Chard, Somerset, Brewer. July 17. Tomswv Toms, 
V.C. Bacon. Dommett, Gutter-lane, Cheapside 

Wagstaff, Sarah, Cambridge, Widow. July 27. Morton v Fison, V.C. 
Wickens. Margetts & Son, Huntingdon 


Next ur Kin. 





Nos. 5 to 8, Alexandra-road, term 53 years, net rental £108. 
Sold £800. 


BIRTHS, BARELAGM. AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
CoLttins—On June 25, at 38, Doughty-street, the wife of 
Arthur Collins, Esq., barrister-at-law, Western Circuit, of a 


son, stillborn. 
SmMALE—On June 23, at Heinsberg, near Aix-la-Chapelle, 


Prussia, the wife of J. Jackson Smale, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 
DEATHS. 
NicHotson—On June 21, John Wilson Nicholson, of No. 1, 
The Boltons, South Kensington, and No. 48, Lime-street, 
City, solicitor, aged 56 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Toxgspay, June 27, 1871. 


Neck, = Alfd, & Geo Wm Dennis, Colchester, Essex, Attorneys, &c. 


June 2 
Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farway, June 23, 1871. 
Unuimirep 1n CHaNcERY, 


Deal and Dover Railway Company.— The Master of the Rolls has, by an 
Moorgate-st, to be official 


liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before July 20, to send their 


order dated May 31, appointed John Ball, 3, 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


the above. Thursday, Aug 3 at 11, is appointed for hearing and ac- 


judicating upon the debts and claims. 
Limtrep 1s Caancuey, 


Berlin Great Market and Abattoirs Company (Limited).—The Master of 
the Rolls hus, by an order dated May 24, appointed Alfred Audrey 
pos er 2, Walbrook-bldgs, to be official liquidator. Creditors are re- 

red, on or before July 28, to send their names and —- ay 


bs particalars of their debts or claimsto the above, Friday, A 


at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debits ha 


claims, 


Castle Tavern Company (Limited),.—Vice Chancellor Malins has fixed 


Saturda’ ae : at |, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official 1) 


MsOonnel ‘4 ‘Co *(timited). —Patition for reducing the capital from 
£250,000 to £175,000, presented June 20, directed to be heard before 
Cunliffe & Beaumont, Chancery- 


Vice Chancellor Bavon on July 1. 
lane; agents for Cunliffe & Leaf, Manch, solicitors for the company, 


Robb, Alex, Elm Villa, Brixton-hill, Gent. July 31. Kerr e Farr, V.C. 


| Woekens. 
Smyth, Hy, Sandown, Isle of Wight, Major. Jaly 22. Atherton ¢ 

| Merriman, M.R. 

; Tuesday June 27, 1871. 

| Adshead, Wm, Macclesfield, Chester, Silk Fe July 22. Barker » 

| Adshead, M.R. Killmister jan, Macclesfield 

George, Chas Fredk, Birchington, Kent. Gent. July 4, Neame ¢ 
George, V.C, Bacon. Dolan, Tokenhouse-yd, Loth 

Lediard, Chas, Bethany, Jamaica, Planter. Sept 21. Selby # Nation, 
V.C. Wickens. Cutler & Turner, Bedford-sq 

Partridge, Mary Ant, Exeter, Spinster. July i4. Lane » Way, ¥.C. 
Malins. Woltlen, Torquay 

Wood, Hy, Woodhill, surrey, Esq. July 14. Greene e Woed, V.C. 
Malins. Walker, New-sq, Lincoln’s-ion 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripar, Jane 23, (871. 
Baschelor, Thos, Windsor, Berks, Gent. July 7. Pritchard & Sons 
Gt Knightrider-st, Doctors’ commons 
Bedford cee y, York, Gent. Aug. Scholefield & Oldroyd, 


Dewsbury 
Brashaw, Sonn Attercliffe-cum-Darnall, Sheffeld. Angt. Burdekin & 


Co, S 
Chase, Saml, Ludgate-hill, Publisher. July 18. Lydall & Sweeting, 


Southampton-bldgs, Chancery-lane 

Collins, Benj, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Gent. Aug 12. Proud, 
Bishop Auckland 

Cross, Anna Maria, Oundle, Northampton, Widow. July 20. DuPasquier 
& Co, Charles st, St James's sq 

Elliott, Geo, Trafalgar-row, Westmoreland-rd, Walworth, Hay & Corn 


Dealer. July 31. Denny, Coleman-at 
Garnier, Wm, Galway, Ireland, Esq. Aug 19. Boodle & Partington, 


Davies-st, Berkele ~8Q 
Girling, Edmund, Clifton-rd East, St John’ s-wood, Merchant. Aug !. 
Bicknell & Hortin, Edgware-rd 





Gladdish, Wm, Bycliffes, nr Gravesend, Kent, Esq. July 21. Matthews, 
Lincoln’s-inn- fields 
Jones, Alfred Wm, High-st, lalington, Contractor. Augl. Pitman & 
Lane, Nicholas-lane 
7, Margaret, Dinedor, Hereford, Widow. July 19. Symonds, 
ere 
Kent, Mary, Claremont-sq, Pentonville, Widow. Aug 21. Appleton, 


Cro-by: 
Lee, ‘Thos, tt, York, Manufacturer. Aug i. Scholetield & Oldreyd, 


Dewabury 

Leighton, “bir Baldwin, Loton-pk, Salop, Bart. Aug 1. Newili, 
Wellington 

Lockerby, see Newcaatle-upon-Tyno, Draper. Aug 1. Drake, 


Huddersfield 
a Wm, Farnham, Surrey, Servant. July 2% Hoeltest & Mason, 
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Reed, Marv Maria, Lower Slanghter, Gloucester, Widow. Aug 1, } Burrell, Wm, jun. Hastings, Sussex, Grocer. Pet June 22. Young, 


Kendal! & Son. Bourton-on-the- Water 
Wadsworth, Saml, Brotherton, York, Seaman. 


Aug 1. 
Gill, Wakefield 


Weller, Thos, Leslie-pk-rd, Croydon, Gent. Aug 1. Rowland, High-st, 


Crovdon 


White. Wm. Bristo!, Wireworker. Sept 18. Bedell, Bristol 


Woodreffa Edwd, Nutford-pl, Edgware-rd. Aug2!. Bartley & Saxton, 


Somer set-st, Portman-sq 


Toespay, June 27, 1871. 
Armitage. Sam! Harrison, Manor st. Clapham-rd. Aug |. 
Fnrnival’s-inn, Holborn 
Beevers, Jas, Manch, Boot & Shoe Maker. 
Manch 


Fernandes & 


Bennett, 


Aug 24. Chapman & Co, 


Hastings, July it at 2 

Burton. Gerard Septimus, Pembroke Dock. Lieut 2nd Bat 13th Reg. 
Pet June 23. Lioyd. Carmarthen, July 15 at il 

Goodier, Jacob, Manch, Engineer. Pet June 22. Kay, Manch, July 
20 at 10 


Hemsley, John Oliver, Eckring, Notts, Innkeeper. 
chitt. Nottingham, July 1! at 12 

Lister. Zipporah. Bra ‘ford, York, Corn Dealer. Pet June 20. Robinson, 
Bradferd, Jniy 7 at9 


Pet June 23. Pat- 


Rees John, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Furniture Dealer. Pet June 14, 
Jenkins. Abervstwith, July 10 at UL 
Sawyer, Wm Walter, Manch, Carver. Pet June 22. Kay. Manch, 


July 27 at 9.30 
Wakeman, Benj, Birm, Builder. Pet May 24. Chauntler. Birm, July 


Brovherton Lucy, Ordnance-rd, St John’s-wood, Spinster. July 25. atl 


Moon, Linco!n’s inn-fie'ds 
Brown. Geo Fras, The Cedars, Putney, Esq. Sept 5. 
Lincoln’s-inn fields 
Brnee, John, Oxford, Whitesmith. Aug 1. 
Cogger, Hy, Canterbnrr, Gent. 


Bell & Stewards 


Hester, Oxford 
Jalv6. Sankey & Co, Canterbury 


Daubeny, Rev Fras, Mepal, Cambridge. Aug 5. Hill & Son, Throg- 


morton-st 

Davies, Benj Birch, Hi'l Farm, Broadwas, Worcester, Gent. 
Hill, Worcester 

Glover, Nathaniel, Croydon, Surrey,Gent. Sept 8. Drummonds & Co, 
Croydon : 

Hewitt, Geo, Hon & Malt Exchangs, Sonthwark, Hop Merehant. July 
17, Carter & Bell, | endenha!l-st 

Jorrdain, Fredk John, Austin Friars, Merchant. 
Paternoster-row 

Kenda!l, Fras, Maryport, Cumberland, Widow. Sept 1. Tyson & 
Hobson, Maryrort 

Kendall, John. Marynort, Camberland, Master Mariner. Sept 1. Tyson 

Hobson, Maryno 


Aug 2. 


Ynort 
Mav, Joseph, Mile Hill, Southampton, Esq. Aug 1, Head & Co, 


Rorasey 
Peppereorn, John, Black heath-rd, Greenwich, Gent. 
man, Sonthampton-bligs, Chancery lane 
Popkin John Lucas, Llandilo, Carmarthen, Solicitor. 
Liandilo 
Pugh, Eliz, Tretle-hill, Breen, Spinster. June 24. Cheese, Hay 
Pagh, John, Treble-hill, Brecon, Farmer. June 23. Cheese. Hay 
Roberts, Pathsheba, Robin Hood, nr Lofthouse, York. Septl. Brown 
& Co. Wakefield 
Seoweroft, John, Radc'iffe, Lancashire, Bookseller. Aug 21. 
& Almond, Manch 
Shaw. Chas. Erith, Kent, Gent. July 33. 


July 26. Mill- 
Augl. Lewis, 


Bennett 
Lovell & Co, Gray’s-inn-sq 
i 


Smith, Anne, Lpool, July 31. Mason, Lpoo! 

Sodlow, John, Manch. Gent July 31. Sndlow & Co, Manch 

Tearne, Thos Mawthill, Stockton, Worcester. Gent. Aug 1. Hill, 
Worcester 

Twemlow, Alfrei. Sandbach, Chester, Sargeon. Aug 1. Latham & 
Bi gott, Sandbach 

Watson, Harrison, Gloucester-sq, Hyde-pk. July 30. Mott, 
Bedford-row 

Whittle, John, Sheriffhales, Stafford. Gent. Aug 15. Heane, Newport 

Wilkinson, Eliz, Oswald House, Durham, Widow. July 6. Ward, 
Durham 

Willies, Ann Eliz, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. Augl. Young & Co 


Deeds Registered under the Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, June 23, 1871. 


Hale, Chas, Sandringham-rd, Dalston, no occupation. May 3. Comp. 
Reg June 23 


Tvuespar, June 27, 1871 
Lamb, Wm Joseph, Briatol, Ironmonger. June 15. Comp. Reg June 24 
Sankrupts. 
Farmar, June 2, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Bienkarn, Alfd Bower, Lime-st-chambers, Colonial Broker. Pet June 21 
Hazlitt. Julir 5 at 1.30 


Roberts, Wm, Holdens ter, Bockingham Palace-road, Fishmonger. Tet 
Jone 21. Spring-Rice. July 6 at 11 
—_. Hy. ere, Islington, Builder. Pet June 21. Hazlitt. 
y 5 at 
Turnage. Tho«, & Amy Norton, York-st, St James’, Turner. Pet June 
19. Brougham. Jaly 7 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Chapman, Geo, Seamer, York, Bootmaker. Pet June 20. Woodall. 
Scarborough. Jaly 11 at 3 
Davis, Wm, Dulwich-rd, Penge, Builder. Rowland. 
Crovdon, Jaly 7 at 1 
Fairbank, Walter Jas, Halstead, Essex, Corn Merchant. Pet June 21, 
Barnes. Colchest-r, July 10 at 10 
Greenfield, Hy, Horsham. Sussex, Builder. Pet June 19. 
Brighton, July 11 at 11.20 
Torspar, June 27, 1671. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors mast forward their proofs of debts to the Kegistrar. 
To Sarrender in London. 


= Wm Thos, United Sates. Pet June23. Murray. 
at 


Pet June 16, 


Shapland, 


July 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Bennett, Geo, Hibaldstowe, Lincoln, Innkeeper. Pet June 17, Daubeny. 
Gt Gritneby , Jaiy 7 at 11 


Erodes, Join. brigz, Lincoln, Karthenware Dealer. Pet June 22, 
Deutney. Gt Grimeby, July 7 at 12 
Brown. john 


+ Harlestone, Northampton, Carpenter. Pet June 


Aug |. Jourdain, 


- Watts. Richd, East Stonehonse Devon, Beerseller, Pet June 23. Pearce, 

. East Stonehouse, Jnty 12 at 1! 

West, Thos Ward, Maidenhead, Berks, Builder. 
Windsor, July 15 at 11 

Wild, Sam}, Onenshaw, nr Manch, Draper. 
July 13 at 9.30 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farpay, Jnne 23, 1871. 
Haslewood, Ciement Alfd, Springfield House, Muswell-hill, Hornsey, 
Clerk. Mav 26 
Butcher, Jas Edwd, Sutton, Surrey, Builder. June 17 


Tursvay. June 27, 1871. 
Machin, David, Reading, Barks Poulterer. June 21 
Townseni, Thos, Plymouth, Devon. Pianof»rte Dealer. June 21 
Tunaley, Matthew Hy, & John Bland, Cheetham, Manck, Joiners” 
June 22 


Pet June 24. Darvill. 


Pet June. Kay. Manch, 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 

FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 

Fatpay, Jane 23, (871. 

Aldred, Wm, Kilburn, Derby, Coal Higgler. July 11 at 3, at offices of 
Heath, Amen a'lev. Dorhy 

Beesley, Chas Albert & Mary Eales, Chipnenham rd, Harrow rd, Bakers. 

Ja'y 12 at |, at offices of Allen, Rronswick sq 

Blend, John, Bradford, York, Auctioneer, July 4 at 4, at offices of 

Berry, Bradford 

Bonn, Martin Jones. Corporation b'd¢s, Farringdon rd, Ironmonger. 
July 10 at 3, at offices of Anse'l, Temple st, Birm 

Briscoe, Mary Ann, Birm, ont of bnsiness. July 5 at 3, at offices of 

Sonthall & Son. Newhall st. Birm 

Bromley, John, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Picture Dealer. July 8 at 
11, at offices of Lamb & Howson, Qnzen st, Whitehaven 

Brown. Geo Pomfrett, Westbourne grove, Designer of Fashions, July 
18 at 2, at offices of Deane, Walbrook. Tatham, Gt Knight Rider st, 

Doctors’ commons 

Burton, John Herbert, Cromer, Norfolk, Grocer. 

of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich 

Butcher, Frank, Ensom, Snrrey. Brickmaker. July 3 at 12 at office of 
Brett, Leadenhall st. Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Carman, Thos B!yth, Claremont ter, Cold Harbour lane, Brixton, Coal 

Merchant. July 3 at 3, at the Ang.! Hotel. Pentonville rd, Islington 

Chapman, Thos, Northampton, Draper. July 6 at 12 at offices of 

Jeffery & Son, Newland, Northampton 

Cole, Hv, Brighton, Sussex, Baker. July 12 at 2, at office of Shait, 

Middle st, Brighton 

Cowley, Jas, Swansea, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. 

offices of Field & Home. Mount st, Swansea 

Dimmock, Hy Arthony, Bristo', Commercial Traveller. July 7 at 12, 
at offices of Reckingham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Duff, Robt, Olnev st, Walworth, Tailor. June 30 at 12, at office of 

Downes. Cheapside 

Emeny, Wm, Binfield, Berks, Gent. Julv 5 at 11, at the Hind’s Head 

inn, Bracknell Edwards, Bach lane, Cannon st 

Evans, David, New Tredegar. Monmouth. Draper. July Gat 12, at 
offices of Simons & Plews, Charch st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Francia, Robt, Worthing, Sussex, Linen Draper. July 6 at 1, at the 
Guildha!l Tavern, Gresham st. Luckett Worthing 

Franks, Wm. Shalford, Surrey, Land Agent. July 12 at 3, at the 

Borough hall. North st. Guildford 

Gooch, Wm Philip, Hamilton ter Rast, Highbury, Chemist. July 8 at 

11, at the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Olarke, St Mary’s sq, 

Paddington 

Grainger, Thos, Darlaston, Stafford. 

Park st, Walsall 

Haines, Joseph, Penistone, York, Schoolmaster. 

of Newman & Sons. Church st, Barnsley 

Harris, Joseph, Bristol. Bookbinder. July 5 at 12, at offices of Cross & 

Co, Small st ct, Small st. Bristol, Boneon & Elletson, Bristol 

Horris, Maria, Stratford, Essex, Ironmonger. July 13 at 3 at offices of 

Lamb, Bedford row 

Haward, Sam! Robt, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Butch July 5at3, at 148 

High st, Lowestoft. Seaco, Lowestoft 

Haworth, Michsel, Over Darwen, Lancashire, & Joseph Haworth, 
Botany Brow, Chorlev, Power Loom Cloth Manufacturers. July 5 at 

1, at offices of Radcliffe, Clayton st, Blackburn 

Healing, Thos Lyon, Ruthin, Denbigh, Wine Merchant, July 11 at 12, 
at office of Adams, Castle st, Ruthin 

Holland, John, Williamson, Essex rd, Islington. Carpenter, Julv 10 at 
3, at the Masons’ Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. Watson, 

Basinghall st 

Holt, Jas, Castleford, Physician. July 6 at 2,30, at the Railway Com- 
mercial Hotel, Castleford 

Hopkins, Jas & Chas Fred« Hopkins. Birm, Steel Toy Manufacturers 
July 14 at 12, at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birm 

Horley, Fawd, Whitecross st, 8t Luke's, Baker, July 7 at 11, at offices 
of Ley & Brokleshy, Water lane, Gt Tower st 

Hughes, toeuphs Machynileth, Montgomery, Watchmaker. July 7 at '%. 

at offives of Williams & Gittins, Bank Newtown 


July 7 at 1, at office 


July 6 at 1l, at 





July 11 at 2, at offices ot Glover, 
July 6 at 3, at offices 








2%. Dennis. Northampton, July 6 at 2 


Hanter, Ebenezer Callen, Gt Marlow, Bucks, Fancy Stationer. July 10 
at 12, at the Crown inn, Gt Marlow 
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Hutchinson, Thos & Joshua Cox, Lpool, Ship Store Dealers. July 5 at 
3, at office of Harris, Union ct, Castle st, Lpool 
Israel, Nathaniel, Manch, Boot Jealer. July 6 at 3, at offices of Heath 
& Sons, Swan st, Manch 
Jonas, John, Crewe, Chester, Furniture Broker. July 6 at 3, at the 
Royal Hotel, Crewe. Salt 
Jones, Elias, Swansea, Licensed Victualler. July 6 at 3, at offices of 
Ciitton & Woodward, Wind st, Swansea 
Jones, Hy, Pentre, Glamorgan. July 5 at 1, at offices of Rosser & 
Palllipe, Canon st, Aberdare 
xean, Walt Thos, Lpool, Tailor. July 8 at 12, at office of Gibson & 
Bolland, South Jobn st, Lpool. Fowler 
Kiddle, Joseph, East Brent, Somerset, Cattle Dealer. 
office of Hobbs, Wells 
Law, Alf, Woodchurch, Kent, Farm Bailiff, July 5at 11, at office of 
Furley & Co, Ashford 
Lecomber, John, Bootle, Lpool, Jeweller. July 7 at 3, at office of Ivey, 
South John st, Lpool. Hughes, Lpool 
Lidderdal!, Chas Sillem, Abbey rd West, St John’s wood, Artist. July 
7 at 11, at office of Debenham, Lincola’s-inn-ffelds 
Murray, Alex, Queen sq, Bloomsbury, Publisher. July 6 at 1, at Rad- 
ley’s Hotel, New Bridge st. Price, Cheapside 
Naunton, Thos, Dinas, Glamorgan, Carpenter. July 5 at 12, at the New 
inn Hotel, Pontypridd. Simons & Plews, Merthyr Tydfil 
Nice, Hanslip, Manch, Ladies’ Outfitter. July 13 at 3, at office of Leigh, 
Brown st, Manch 
Ord, Ralph, Annfield Plain, Durham, Draper. July 5 at 2, at office of 
Granger, Silver st, Durham 
Pain, Fredk Richd, Sandwich, Kent, Ship Builder. July 7 at 1, at the 
Bell Hotel, Strand st, Sandwich. Farnfield, Serle st, Lincoln’s inn 
Pearce, Richd, Portsmouth, Baker. July 6 at 3, at office of Blake, Union 
st, Portsea 
Rogers, Wm, Tramato mews, Albion st, York rd, King’s cross, Carman. 
July 6 at 12, at offices of Barton & Drew, Fore st, Finsbury 
Schmidt, John Christian Chas Theodor, Ramsgate, Surgical Instrument 
Maker. July 6 at 2, at the Elms Hotel, Ramsgate 
Small, Thos Bell, Gateshead, t'urham, General Dealer in Furniture. 
July 5 at 12, at offices of Johnston, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Soares, Augusto, Seething lane, Merchant. July 14 at 1, at the Guild- 
hall Coffee house, Gresham st, Courtenay & Croome, Gracechurch st 
Somerville, John, Norwich, Travelling Draper. July 7 at 1, at office of 
Sadd, Church st, Theatre st, Norwich 
Stedman, John Gardener, Earls Colne, Essex, Grocer. July 7 at4 at 
the Fleece Hotel, Head st, Colchester. Philbrick & Son, Colchester 
Stockings, Alf, Norwich, Chemist. June 30 at 11, at office of Stanley, 
Bank Plain, Norwich 
Stringer, Jesse, Brighton, Sussex, Builder. 
Black & Co, Ship st, Brighton 
Swift, John, Dewsbury, York, Joiner. July 6 at 3, at offices of Scholes 
& Brearey, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 
ba ag ben Manch, Dairyman. July 12 at 3, at office of Leigh, Brown 
st, Manc 
Thomas, Wm Gynne, Pensarn, nr Carmarthen, Comm Agent. 
1, at the Townhall, Carmarthen 
Timms, Sam] Cleveland, Loughborough, Leicester, Printer. July 4 at 
12, at offices of Goode, Market pl, Loughborough 
Vines, Sam] Mills, Winchfield, Hants, Corn Merchant. July 5 at 12, at 
the Wheatsheaf inn, Basingstoke, Eve, Aldershot 
Wall, Hester Eliz, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Schoolmistress. July 
6 at 11, at offices of Norton, South ter, Weston-super-Mare, Reed & 
Cook, Bridgewater 
Whittaker, Watson, Alfred st, Grange rd, Leather Dresser. July 8 at 3, 
at the Claremont Arms, Upper Grange rd, Bermondsey 
Williams, Joon, Ebbw vale, Monmouth, Grocer. July 11 at I, at 39 
Broad st, Bristol. Williams & Co, Newport 
Willows, Robt, Aston-juxta-Birm, Draper. July 7 at 2,at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Birm. Newton, Newark-upon-Trent 
Witcher, Jas, Landport, Hants, Butcher. July 6 at 3, at office of King, 
Union st, Portsea 
Wood, Wm Ranéall, sen, Alpha rd, Surbiton, Brickmaker, July 7 at 3, 
at the Guildhail Coffee house, Guildhall. Walter & Moojen 
Woods, Jas Hy, Chatsworth rd, Clapton pk, Corn Merchant. July 3 at 
2, at offices of Dalton & Jessett, St Clement’s house, Clement's lane 
Woods, Thos & Chas May, Crowland, Lincoln, Coal Merchants. July 4 
ot 12, at offices of Cammack, Pinchbeck st, Spalding 
Wyatt, Owen Edwd, Idol lane, Tea Dealer. Joly 7 at 3, at office of 
Willoughby & Cox, Clifford's inn 
Zachariah, Aaron Jacob, Portsea, Hants, Jeweller. July 10 at 12, at 
offices of Brett, Leadenhall st. Montagu, Bucklersbury 


Tuxspay, June 27, 1871. 

Baines, Wm' Vincent, jun, Gt Marlow, Bucks, Coal Merchant. July 10 
at 11, ut office of Clarke, Easton st, High Wycombe 

Beardsworth, Richd, Ormskirk, Lancashire, Hairdresser. July 12 at 3, 
at office of Parr & Sadler, Railway rd, Ormskirk 

Beveher, Jas Wm, Richmond, Surrey, Builder. July 7 at 2, at offices of 
Dixon, bedford row 

Billing, Wm & Ernest Arthur Harvey, Slough, Bucks, Grocers, July 11 
at 3, at office of Phillips, Gray’s inn sq 

Brooks, Hy Fredk, Whaplode Drove, Lincoln, Tailor. July 13 at 12, at 

July 10 at il, 


July 5 at 12, at 


July 4 at 12, at offices of 


Jaly 7 at 


offices of Deacon & Wilkins, Peterborough 

Burgoin, Maria Robinson, Shaldon, Devon, Beerseller. 
at offices of Whidborne & Tozer, Teignmouth 

Champion, Geo, Rodmersham green, Kent, Wheelwright. Jaly 7 at 11, 
at offices of Gibson, High st, Sittingbourne 

Cole, Thos, Red hill, Surrey, Upholsterer. July 7 at 12%, at offices of 
Howell, Cheupide 

Dainty, Isaiah Wm Bright, Holmbush, Cornwall, Mine Preprietor. 
July 8 at 11, at Parker’s Mount Pleasant Hotel, Plymouth. Peter, jr 

Davies, David, Bunhill row, Finsbury, Grocer, July 11 at 9, at offices 
of Poole. Bartholomew close 

Dean, Edwd Churehill, Hillsborough, nr Sheffield, Wholesale Druggist, 
July 4 at 4, at offices of Sugg, Fig Tree chambers, Sheffield 

Dersohl, Hermann, Dean st, Soho, Upholaterer. July 18 at 12, at offices 
of Woolf, King at, Cheapside 

. Drew, Geo, Thornage, Norfoik, Grocer, 

Miller & Co, Bank chambers, Norwich 

Edwunds, Edwin, Rugby, Warwick, Plunber, July 10 at 19, at offices 


July 7 at 2.80, at offices of 


Edwards, Wm, Bishopwearmouth. July 12 at ll, at the Crown an@ 

Sceptre inn, High st, Bishopwearmou 

Fletcher, Robt, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Druggist. 

offices of Shakespeare, Church st. Oldbu 

Ford, Wm Hy, Cardiff, Glamorgan, General Outfitter. July 10 at 12, at 

offices of Hancock & Co, John st, Bristol 

Franklin, Edwd, Harrington st, Hampstead rd, Corn Merchant. July 

Tat 3, at offices of Peverley, Basinghall st 

Goldberg, Abraham, London st, Tailor. July 7 at 11, at offices of 

Walker, Abchurch lane 

Graham, Wm, Epsom, Surrey, Printer. July 11 at 12, at offices of Har- 

rison, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 

Greenfield, Hannah, Horsham, Sussex, Builder. July7 at 2, at the 

King’s Head Hotel, Horsham. Dubois & Griffiths, Church passage, 

Guildhall yd 

Groves, Chax Herbert, Aston-juxta-Birm, Warwick, Builder. July 10 

at 3, at offices of Richardson, Temple row West, Birm 

Hand, John, Farnworth, Lancashire, Grocer. July 10 at 3, at offices 

of Dawson, Exchange st East, Bolton 

Harrison, Sam!, Halifax, York, Draper. July 10 at 4, at offices of 

Storey, Cheapside, Halifax 

Hetherington, John Hillman & Robt Hetherington, Slough, Backs, 

Cabinet Makers. July !7 at 2, at offices of Taylor & Jacquet, South 

st, Finsbury sq 

Hill, Wm Hy, Aston-juxta-Birm, Gun Manufacturer. July 10 at 12, at 

offices of Reece & Harris, New st, Birm 

Hill, Wm Thos, Exeter, Bootmaker. July 8 at 12, at offices of 

Beckingham, Albion chambers, Broad st, bristol, Friend 

Holburn, Anne Galley, Monkwearmouth, Durbam, Haberdasher. July 

11 at 12, at office of Steel, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Holmes, Thos, Barlbro’, Derby, out of business, July 10 at 3, at office 

of Gee, High st, Chesterfield 

Hudson, Jas, Birm, Journeyman Tube Maker. 

of Jaques, Cherry st, Birm 

Jackson, Robt, Batley Carr, York, Grocer. July 1! at 3, at offices of 
July 6 at 2, 


July 10 at 11, a 


July 14 at 3, at offices 


Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Jenkins, Jenkin, TinypandyjDinas, Glamorgan, Butcher. 

at offices of Alexander, Instititute chambers, Pontypridd 

Jones, Ebenezer, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Weaver, July 12 at i!, 
at 34 Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil. Russell 

Jones, Edwd Fiddian, Birm, Brass Founder. 
Wenham Bros, Ann st, Birm 

Jones, Jas, Lower ter, Notting hill, Blind Manufacturer. July 5 at3, at 
office of Lewis, Furnivai’s inn 

Jrwett, Joseph, Lpool, Timber Bender. July 11 at 3, at 11 South John 
st, Lpooi. Thornley & Heaton, Lpool 

Judd, Martha, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Ladies’ Outfitter. Juiy 11 at 12, 
at 145, Cheapside 

Key, Geo, Lincoln, Grocer. July 15 at 11, at offiees of Toynbee & 
Larken, Lincoln 

Kiernan, Mary, Manch, Clothier. 
Dickinson st, Manch 

King, Jas Edwd. Birm, Tailor. 
Newhall st, Birm 

Mallinson, Jas, Ripponden, York, Butcher. 
Jubb, Barum Top, Halifax 

Mansfield, John Bartlett, Teignmouth. Devon, Ship Builder. July 10 at 
11, at offices of Whidborne & Tozer, Teigamouth. Terrell & Petherick 

Marshall, Thos, Old Kentrd, Baker. July 17 at3, at the Claremont 
Arms, Upper Grange rd, Bermondsey. Porter 

Merryman, Hy, Sheffield, Provision Dealer. July 4 at 11, at offices of 
Clegg, Bank st, Sheffield 

Michael, Wm, Swansea, Glamorgan, Cabinet Maker. July 11 at 3, at 
offices of Davies, Rutland st, Swansea 

Munro, David, Bradford, York, Cabinet Maker. July 5 at il,at the 
Manor House inn, Darley st, Bradford. UVawsen 

O'Keeffe, Thos, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Bootmaker. July 7 at 1, at 
offices of Rosser, Canon et, Aberdare 

Pickard, Chas Edwd, Bradford, York, Grocer, June 28 at 4, at offices 
of Hargreaves, Mark et st, Bradford 

Richardson, Wm, Sheffield, Hosier. July 10 at 4, at offices of Sugg, Fig 

July 14 at 8, at offices of 


July 5 at 12, at offices of 


July 10 at 11, at offices of Rodgers, 
July 8 at 11, at offices of Harrison, 


July 10 at 3, at offices of 


Tree chambers, Sheffield 

Roberts, Colin Russell, Chancery lane, Clerk. 
Jenkins & Button, Tavistock st, Strand 

Rosser, Thos, Ferndale, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. July 10 at il, 
at offices of Rosser & Phillips, Canon st, Aberdare 

Saunders, Hy, Isleworth, Middx, Builder. July 12 at 11, at offices of 
Briggs, The Square, Isleworth. Pyke, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Shaw, Eliz & Florinda Shaw, Lpool, Smallware Dealers, July 21 at 3, 
at offices of Evans & Lockett, Commerce chambers, Lord st, Lpool 

Jaly 7 at 3, at office 


July 10 


Smith, Geo Wm, St Mary’srd, Hornsey, Builder. 
of Ricketts, Fredk st, Gray's inn rd 

Smith, Isaac Hutchinson, Bootle, nr Lpool, Proviston Dealer. 
at 3, at office of Ncrdon, Castle st, Lpool 

Smith, Stephen, Worcester, Dyer. July 6 at 11, at office of Rea, Fore- 
gate st, Worcester 

Soares, Julio, Canterbury ter, Croydon, Wine Merchant. Jaly 14 at 13, 
at office of Richardson, George st, Mansion house 

Terry, Geo Walt, Redhill, Surrey, Coaeh Builder, July 10 at 12, at 
office of Morrison & Head, Poultry 

Thomas, Hy, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Comm Agent, July 6 at 12, at 
offices of Alexander, Institute chambers, Poutypridd 

Wadling, Hy & Wm Hy Bolton, St George’s pl Battersea rise, Plumbers. 
Jaly 13 at 1, at office of Haynes, Serle st, Dineoln's ian 

Walker, John, Lievedon, Somersey, Grocer. July 10 at I, at the White 
Lion Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Reed & Cook, Bridgwater 

Wallbank, Chas, Stockport, Cheshire, Tea Dealer, July 11 at 2, at the 
Brunswick Hotel, Piceadilly, Manch. Johnston, pyot 

Weag, Fredk, Plaistow, Essex, Todacconist, July U at 12, at office of 
Barton & Drew, Fore st 

Wigley, Kobt Walpole, Lpool, Boot Manufacturer. July 7 at 3, at offices 
of Thornley & Heaton, Hatton garden, Lpool 

Wild, Jas, Choriton-upon-Medlock, Manch, Chemist, July 10 at 3,at 
office of Nicholson & Milne, Norfolk st, Manch 

Willoughby, Digby de Rontannay, Gt Winchester st dDidgs, Gent, July 
10 at 2, at 7, Furnival’s ian. Syms & Son 

Wood, Joseph, Tudhoe Grange, Durham, Tailor, July Wat 2, at the 





of Saunders & Bradbury, Cherry at, Birm, Dainty, Rugby 








Talbot Hote:, Bishop Auckland, Brignall, jun, Durham 
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GResHan LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans or Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 


Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 


Proposat For LOAN ON Morteaces. 
Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amonnt required £ 
Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or bp 
annual or other payments) 
Security oe: yonia de the =a Of security, nd, if Jand or build- 
ings, state the 
State what un ene haces (if aa is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 
By bar ter the Board, 
ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


A PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT, of high professional 
attainments and in good practice, would receive a Young Gentle- 

man at his residence at Guildford, and aorenene qualify him in the 

profession in every detail :— ing by Double Entry, Auditing, 

Mercantile and Bankrupt Law, the practical [ woelling of Liquidations, 

Bankruptcies, &c,—Barnes & Parker, Accountants and Auditors, 11, 

a Lombard-street, London; and 4, Wellington-place, 
uildford. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


He GREEN (many yearswith the late George 

Leal Boeken —— Agent, begs to direct the attention of 

the advantages of his lon experience of upwards 

ott on Some ~o— Pa the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c., 

y solicits their eantinued support.—N.B. One copy of advertise- 

— only required, and the strictest care and —— assured. 

a — forms for advertisements and file of “ London 
kept. 


he LITERARY MACHINE (Patented) for hold- 
ing a book, newspaper, lamp, meals, umbrella, &c., at any height 
or angie over an easy chair, bed, sofa, ship’s berth, carriage or or garden 
seat. As used by Princess Louise. Invaluable to Invalids and oeme 
Admirably adapted for India. A most useful and elegant gift 
Prices, 20s., 50s., and upwards. Drawings rg 
J. Canter, 55, Mortimer-street, W. 


ILNER’S STRONG HOLDFAST and FIRE- 
rf RESISTING SAFES, Srrone Room egy &c., with all the 
recent improvements. Price Lists, Drawings, and Testimonials free 
hg pr cea Manchester, Sheffield, and 47a, Moorgate-street, 


(jy CRYSTAL GLASS CHANDELIERS. 
TABLE GLASS OF ALL KINDS, 
CHANDELIERS IN BRONZE AND ORMOLU. 
Moderator Lamps, and Lamps for India. 
LONDON—Show Rooms, 45, OXFORD-STREET, W. 
BIRMINGHAM—Manufactory and Show Rooms, Broad-street. 


INE FLAVOURED STRONG BEEF TEA at 
about 2}d.a pint. ASK FOR LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT 
of Meat, requiring Baron Liebig the Inventor’s Signature on every 
Jar, being the only guarantee of genuineness. 
Excellent economical stock for soups, sauces, &c. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Professor Pepper’s 
“Trip to the Western Highlands of Ireland; ” Grand nery, 
and Irish Songs by Miss Barth—Engagement of "George Buckland, 
Esq., and Great Revival of Henry Russell’s Songs, under his personai 
kind superintendence, with grand Scenic and Effects—* Panis, 
28 it Was and Is;” illustrated with a beautiful series of Pictures of the 
Public Buildings and Streets; by J.L. Oe a eee of 
E. D, Davies, the Premier Ventriloquisc—The G nd Enter- 
— as usual—Admission One Shilling. Open from 12 to 5 and7 
to I 

















BILLS OF COMPLAINT. 
ILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per 


copies, from which price a large dicount wi will 
* paid immediately on completion of order, 


Tamm & ALeuanomn, Law Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-la: 


RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Le 
Parliamentary and General—Newspap — a 
Prospectuses, Circulars, &c,—with pro’ 


ge for 20 
owed if cash 











charges, by 
Yarus & Avyxaxvenr, Symonds-inn (and Church-passage), Chancery- 
iene. 





UTHORS ADVISED WITH as to the Cost of 


Printing and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 
out MSS, 


Varvs & Atexaxonn, Printers, 7, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


SOCIETY, LANCASTER-PLACE, STRAND. 
Established 18: Capital paid-up, £490,000, ' 
This Society purchases Lisa property, life’ interests, and lity 
policies of assurance, and grants loans on these securities. 
Forms of proposal may be a at the office, 
F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
CG. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries, 


HoME INVESTMENT in REAL PROPERTY, 
—Messrs, W. Hannam & Co., Bank-chambers, 27a, Regent 
street, London, are authorized to RECEIVE SUBSCRIPTIONS for the the. 
BALANCE of UNISSUED SHARES in EVANS’ (Limited), the well. 
known Music-hall and Grand Hotel, Covent-garden. 
erected at a cost of £10,000, has been entirely re-decorated and re- 
modelled by the Company, at a cost of £3,000. The — Hotel is now: 
undergoing a similar process, and will re-epen for the reception of 
visitors in two or three weeks. 
The total property is held at an almost nominal rent, viz., eer 
year. Careful calculations have been made, showing the nett 
st apes a from the returns since January to bea pert ony ot 
000 


per an 

The total capital of the Company is only £30,000. 

The balance of Share Capital  eraaes unsubscribed and now offered 
consists of 450 shares of £5 each. 

The shares will be delivered in order of application, and will bear no 
further liability, as they must be fully paid up at the time of applica~ 
= Cheques to be crossed “‘ National Bank.” 

Messrs. Hannam & Co. have 25 of the Debentures of the above, of £0 
each, bearing 124 per cent. interest, at a small premium. 


INHE AGRA BANK (LIMITE D), 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON, 








BANKER: 
Messrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE, & 00., The NATIONAL BANK OF 
SCOTLAND, and the BANK OF ENGLAND. 
Brancues in Edinburgh, ‘Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra, 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 


Cunnzent Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus. 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance does not fall below £100. 

Derosits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
ase per cent. per annum, subject to.12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
At4 ditto ditto 6 ditto. | ditto 
At3 ditto ditto 3 ditto ditto 

BILLs issued at the current exchange of the day on-any of the Branches 
of the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills. purchaged or sent 
for collection. 

Sates awp Porcuasts effected in British and foreign securities, in 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken, 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised, 

Every other description of banking business and money agency. 
British and Indian, *ransacted. 

J, THOMSON, Chairman. 


| The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 
Every requisite under _the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice. 


} The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 

MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
and executed. No charge for sketches. Companies Fee Stamps 
Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet- 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serieants’inn) 

















RACROFT’S BANK DIVIDEND OHART, 

1870-71.—Showing the Half-yearly Rates of Dividend declared by 

over One Hundred and SixtyJoint Stock Banks, United Kingdom and 

Colonial; with Nominal and Paid-up Capital, Number and Amonnt 

Paid of Shares, Date of Payment of Dividends, Reserve Fund, Liabilities, 

— Price of te ge Pepe 1871, and Yield per cent. on Purchase 

mounted on roller, 10s. 6d, 

(ikacrorr § CONSOL DIAGRAM. showing the the 
Highest and Lowest Prices of Three per Cont. Consols eac 

from the French Revolution of 1789 to the Franco-German War of iezo. 

with the Growth and Decline of the National Funded Debt of Great 

Britain; the Yearly Average of the Bank Rate of Discount, and Tabu- 

lated Statement of the Principal Events Affecting the Prices of yoy 


are sometimes not very simple, but the Fag «bay 
anal viteclf—is an interesting commentary on English history tor 


the period in question. 
Price’ 2s. ; ; bel mounted on aie S jo ae 
Will short! 
RACROFT’S INVESTORS RECORD of PUR- 
CHASES and SALES, with CALCULATIONS hn go to 
Every Investment. An additional portion greeielty stew for the 
Legal Profession, containing Forms of Entry fur Freehold and Copyhold 
Property ; Leasehold, Let and Held; Mortgages, Held and Effected: 
Insurances; Bills and Promissory Notes; Moneys Advanced or 


Borrowed, 

“ The object of this Memorandum Book is to enable every Investor to 
keep a systematic Record, producible in a Court of Law, of every in- 
vestment transaction entered into, No such record was in existence 
| previous to the first edition. 








London: Evyeinonam Wiis0m, Publisher, Royal pamene.. 
BERNARD CRACROFT, Sworn Broker, 4, Austia-friars, E 
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